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The ALPBP Project.Research Component

-« "

The spechlc.goals of.the research cﬂmoonent of the AL BP OFOJe”t wers
to Fund ln‘two cycles, for one year's ouratnon, baslc research .alated ‘to
language proflciency assessment'lssues uundehnes fFor sollcntnng research
proposals, selectlng relevant projects and monltorlng selected studies are’

°descrlbed in detanl in: Language Assessment PrOJect, Progress Résort to NIE,

" January 28, 1980. A summary of these actnvntnes .ollows

‘A request for proposals was written'by the ALPQP Project Director.

(

It summarized the issues whlch were to ke researcned They were-

©

O - Cognitive abilities and orofncnency in a rlrst and second .
" language; _ .

- .

0 Setting and prorncnancy in a first and second language

o] Conpetence in classroom communlcatlon and

.

www-«~-vo-~~~Meeheds for - assessﬂﬁrlangﬁage*prothTencvfﬁn“a“F%rst++“3~“~“Mw¥4w
_ and second language. . : ‘ - .

Approxlmately 217 requests for the Proposal Sollcltatton (Appendlx A)
were made durnng the Flrst fundlng cycle. of those, 18% were From lnleldualS,
l96 were\from persons assoclated wnth consultlng flrms, 42% were from persons

assoclated thh a universi'ty, and Zl% were from persons associated Nlth publlc

- service organlzatlons such” as school dlstrlcts and state departments of

_ educatlon. Of ‘those sollcltatlons sent, 14% of the requestors actually sub-v

-

A4

.;mltted proposals. Apoendlx B summarlzes the categorles, methodology, purpose,

.:and budget for each proposal submltted durlng the flrst phase of sollcltatlon.

A review oanel was selected whlch was composed of ”peer researcher'” and

practltloners,” who were s&nlled in language assessment |ssues Nlthln the




?

classroom settnno, had. °xpertlse in ethnograohy of commOnlcation, first

v .

-

sacond language acguisition, language assessment, soclolingulstics, psychosF'

.

f ~

lnngunstxcs, and psychometPIc research and had teachlng e perlenc

.
3
P .

n

PResny STS s

bl]lﬂchl programs Those selected reoresented scholar: From multl-ethnnc'

and

i e

bac&grounds wnth collecche expertnse in socxollnguustncs, lFSt and second

language acqulsitlon llngUI:tICS, psychology and pSychometncs. Geogramncaﬂy,._

they represented the Southwest the West Coast’ the Mndwest, and Canada.

) . -

- . - \ L.
o

Progosals racsivad were preparad for an anorymous reviaw and sent o

saneliscts for their avaluation. Frem the cross-valudatlog or ceviewers'

—

or zhrae revlewers,:nth an average (mean)-scor= oF 60 or mors, wer= desng-

nated co se further e"aluated oy all panellsts

o

Proposals.wer= ated on relavance to_ the prnoosal solncl.atlon issuas
Nn—-\ ) .
‘de51gn“"and :lan Forrprojec*qﬂanaoenen’ Basedmon~these«crrter

tnree proposals were selected for ihe Tirst cycls of funding. They wers:

P 4

Bllingdal Children's Language Proficlency: An Ethnographic Study R

Prlnclbal lnvestlgators: Dr. Flora V. Rodrlgﬁez-Brown and
Or. Lucna Elias- =0livares, Unlverslty of lllnnons at Chlcago

g _Clrcle, P.0. Box 4348, Chlcago. llllnols o060&

. Linguistic lntnrdenendence Among 'apanese and Vletnamese Immigrant

Students = ! : ’

\‘ ’ . . ' o . ,:%r: W

~Pr|ncipal’lnvéstigators' Dr. Jlm Cummlns, or. Merrlll'SUain'

. and Dalna Green, Ontarlo lns ltute ror Studles in Educatlon,

12:2 Blco. Streat Jest, soronto, Ontarno, Canada HSC 1v6;

A text provided by eRic

ngs, it was zossible to rank proposals. The o rated #‘ooo ls DY two
R [d : ’

’




. " Jean Handscombe and Chau Tran, North York Board oF

Educatnon, WIllowdale, Ontarlo and Ms. Kazuko Nakajima, -

.vThevRe!ationshia becween Mative Language ? ading Comorehension, Second

‘Language Reading.Ccmorahension, and SeconduLangUage Qral Abi'i:y

o

Project D?rector- Ms. Betsy J. Tregar, Boston Publlc Schools,

!

Y

Lau Unnt Boston School Committee, 26 Court Strent Bostcn,

#g/;S‘ Massachusetts 02108; . - L A
. inci | i  Maria arisk,"ﬁﬁéalima,Indrisano and

Prnncnpalvlnve§:ngators:

"Maria Lombardo, 8oston University, Bos ton, MA 02215

_ , .
The second cycle for solxtncntlng resgarch consnsted of the follownng

steps: revnsnon of tha. or;g:nal ALPBP prOJect Request for . Proposals (RFP)
(Appendnx C); conflrmatlon of .the fnrst year revxew panellsts‘ avaxlab:l:ty
to partncxpate :n the proposal revnew, and adaptatxon of the flrst year

procedures for receIVIng and evaluat:ng lncomlng prOpoaals.

The'proposal so:l"Ita;xon was sent out to approx:mace[y 29/ individuals

, ’ .

¥

. -a&nd/ar ins:itu:ions. of- 5h se’ apnroxumarelv zi:/yere'new raques:drs.~»OF ail-
jcitat ons 145 or 41 IndPVIdua]S

"he nndlvnduals who ‘EC°IV°G proposa- sol
rasponded by subm:ttnng proposal; The breakcown or ;econd vear . nrooosals

9y area, purpose, methodoliogy, and udﬂe; is FOunc in Aooerdnx o to the.

@

Research Repor:. . e

As with the first year prooosals, ;hey wers ratad,on_thefr .e!avance Lo
P N ' ' )
the proposal SollCltathﬂ issues, qualn Ly of des:gn and plan for sroject

management. _Based on, thesa crrte-aa thras praposans were.se}ac:ad; “They

wers: ;.._ n . Vﬂ ‘»Rl . | o f IA E;.!
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Hecnocs or nnalyzxnc Dlscour;e in Enalish ang Soanisn*:o'betermlne

~

'anguace Prorlclency

‘wwk*“““???ﬁewﬁﬁdﬁlnvégflﬁafb?%i Or Helen Slaughter, Tucson UntFled
: ,
School D:strlct, Tucson, Arlzona and Or.. Adrran'aennett, Centro.

de CStUQlOS Puergorlquenos Vew York, New York;

. . o

Study of Graphic Sense and Its Er‘ecfs on the AccUlSItlon oF theracv

°r|nc|pal lnvestlgator Or. Edwardo Hernandez-Chavez, lnécltuto

de Lengua Y Cultura Concord, CalnForn:a,. f;

“Llnl*ed“ Lancuaoe PFOTI'1=nCV of Mexncan-Amerlcan Thlrd Grade S;udercs:

- $ ) -

A Problem 'n the Definition and Measuremenc of Blllncuallsm S o

.4

Prlncxpal Investigator: Or. Zoe Ann Haves, University of Nevada,
o o o e
Las'Vegas, Nevada ' , . S e .

. 2 _y l' - - . ’ -
A descr:ptlon of each study in te;EE\BYATEE—BBﬁpose, the'research_ques-

tions, methodology and findings follow. Flndlngs are related to the four'
~are_a(s‘of research outllned in the ALPBP Request for Proposals.; Flnal reports -
for eachistudy are‘found in the®ALPBP PFOJEC; Final Reports, First Funding

Cycle and Second Fundlng Cycle.

ol ma ey
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Bil ingd‘al’ Children's Home apd School Langhage:

An Ethnograp‘hic-Sociol«in‘guistic Perspective
Flora Rod,rj.quez'-Bro.wn
’ Lucia Elias-0livares
‘;J

T




'Bilingual.Children's'Homevand School Language: An Ethnographic-Sociolingulstlc T

Perspective. " P.D. Flora Rodriquez;Brown; Lutla'Elias-Ollyares. _Theggeneral

v

purposes of the study are.to:.'

o descrlbe characterlstlcs of the communlty language
use and'. attitudes and. their relat|onshtp to the
famllles of the target children in the study,
/ o determune the congruency between the. language constructs
used to measure language proflclency and the natural
language repertoire of the target.children in

different sett|ngs, and o *'_,:"A-l'“ ‘.’#'f'~‘
o determlne the functlonal use of questlons and commands -

.and variations related to#the target chlldren s.-speech- . - L.
levels of proflclency : . ' C

.
-

. The. study focused on a descrlptlon of language in terms of communicative :
'competence Follownng Hymes (1974) argument that ”communcatlve competence .
(ls) (the chlld's) ab|l|ty to partlclpate in |ts Soclety ‘as not only a: il-'?.gx
‘speaklng but also a communlcatlng member '""'and the bellef that ”to study
communrcat:ve competence one has to. focus not only on form but also on

functlon in language use. “The basuc unut of analysus of the |nteractlon

of language and socual settlng is the communicative event wuth ltS compo-

~Nents (Hymes; 1974) . The’ researchers belueve language proF|c|ency testlng
N\ -
should be. hollst:c, that is, it should conslder form and functlon of utterance ¢

when determ|n|ng levels of proflclency in second language prof;cuency wnthun

-

communlcatlve sutuatlons which occur: naturally bl

~

c-

Specuflcally, the purpose of the study was to explore the follownng

,questlons

b What is the relationship between attitudes and
lanquage used in the community and the target
‘children and their parents’ attitudes and language
use in dlfferent settings?




What' does’ the data on the commun i ty language reveal
about the relationship. between language used in the
communlty and language used in the school settlng?'

_What is the relatlonshlp between the target children's
natural language and what tests of language proflc:ency
-measure? - Are tests measurlng what children. know and
produce? Is there a need for.new test constructs?

. What does an analysns of chlldren s use.of: questlons and
commands in natural settings tell about the difference in

use in relation to language proflcnency levels, settnngs,
context, etc.? : '

N

The chnldren who participated in the study were four glrls and two boys.'
The chlldren were selected to represent a range of relatlve language pro-

flclency, from: Low Engllsh (LE), Low Spanlsh (LS) tor ngh Engllsh (HE),

. _ b
nghvSpanlsh'(HS) proficlency. The Language Assessment Scale (LAss.was used

to determine language proflclency ‘Pata collection conslsted lnf,lclassroom'
observatlons, vndeotaplng and tape recordlng of certain events at school
and home env:ronments.,.Fleld notes were collected durrng observatlons.

Parents of the children as well as 84 people in the Hispanic communlty,

representlng three dlffere%t age groups were |ntervtewed regardlng thelr~

attjtudes toward language, schooh eth and thelr patterns of language.usef

&
1

The unit of an=lysns for the vndeotape data was deflned as an’ lnteractlon,

or “a serues of conversatlonal turns by two or more speakers around a common
actlvtty or ‘topic whlch are temporarlly related e The sum of the inter- }'_
actlons per Chlld were consndered their language repertoure Each child's -
repertonre mas quantnf:ed accordlng to the number of . uggerances; or}unlts oF

speech (sentences, phrases, words) - whlch express an idea and/or an lntent.

' Spanlsh and Engllsh utterances for each ch|ld were counted separately because

'
it was expected that ''a child WhO'lS more prof:ctent~1n English (would),

-

C 10

Ve




-

. « . .
- . . . .

P _\

I prcduce{mdre utterances'in‘English than vise'versa“, For rurther ana]ysls,
: :f,'
gquestions'and commands whlch appeared in the lnteractlons ‘were classnFned

‘according to-a taxonomy adapted From prevnous studles. Questions and com=

9 mands were then classnrled accordnng to the classroom context in which

-

. they occurred i.e., math, reading, etc.

Results of the Study

e . » - ) .

Relatlonshlp between communlty ]anguage use and attltudes ) Elghty Four p_ K

members of the subJects commun|ty, as wel] as their parents were |ntervneWed

. -

by one of the principal nnvestngators uslng the Famt]y and Communlty Lang%igs

Survey Questionnaire whlch was developed for the study The questlonnalrea_ .~
’ L

-

was developed in order to gather 'data about 50c|olog|ca1 aspects langcana

o

use patterns Inngunstnc competence and attntudes toward ]anguage and blllngua]

e
educatuon of membars of the community, lt also provnded ‘a measure of
S
how thése attitudes were reflected in the target children“s language use -
. ’ [

and !anguage’cho{ce% Three age groups were represented those who were
r0~20 vyears o)d,-or 41% oF the sample, those who wersa between 21 and kO
32.1% of the samo]e, and those who were 41 years old, 26.2% of the sample.~‘

-

Analys:s of the qcestuonnanre responses indicated that'of the total sample:

1h 3a vere born in the coqffnental'U.S.{ 16% were born in Puerto Rico; andx

66/ were born in Mexico. The maJorlty of the sample had lived in the Un?ted: -
States ror a-pernod of between S x months and five years, and 8,3%_05
the Samp]é had lived in the" u.s. For the laSt ten years, Only fl.9% .

had llved in the ]ocal communnty all oF *hexr l:ves 'A,majority\of the -

respondents had come dnreat]y From Mextco k66-7%)-0rl9ueF10'RfC6 (16.73).




-

-

-

|nd|cated that thenr,attltudgs were closely related to . the twenty

moreg: nmbortant in btllngual nelghborhoods than did’ the rest of those o - L

‘The majority of those |nterv1ewed were second generatxon resndents anrst
~a L} : ’ N 8 oy

ram:ly members who were: born in the U S )'and 39 34 were flrst generatlon

& .

n-’g
popuLatlon in th|s sample had a h\égfr level of income bnd had completed

3 - .
more years of educatuon than samples‘surveyed in oth;?Qstudles. Flrty three C RS
» : . ¢ -

_(one who s forelgn born but who has taken up-resndence ln'the;u.sgl  The

a o

percent (532) earn more than SlS 000 per year. The youngest group xn the sample

3 -

was_ the most educated 53@ ofa}he sampkh who were younger than 20 years of age,

&had rn+5hed hlgh school, whereas,anone of those who were over'uc years of aoe'had

"

>
Q

'a;hlgh'school drploma.' Many of the respondents classnfled themselves as °

Y
]

"Mexicano/a" whlch indicates their socnocultural and llngulstlc |dentlf|cationsi
4 . ) . v o1 .

. s
’ J ’ . b

T

;"

The results from the survey suggested that there

.\Zo

greater use of Spanish .

.*}

sltuatlons-a h|gher

as’
. p
among adults (usually spouses, family) and d4m|n|shed when the subJects

alternated with the|r ch|ldren and .rLends ln those
. . . 1
percentage of use of both languages was reported In the communuty, bog?

o -

languages were used. Spanlsh was |dent|f|ed as be|ng the«ﬁanguage of chonce_

-a

for |nteract|on even among’ those who were younger than 20 years of age

- . \\ B -

It was found thaf as language* proflclency in Engllsh l@pieased the use of

Spanush dlmnnnshed, espec:ally wuth|n the younger than 20 year old -'_//' '4:&‘

. - . - O

respondents Results from parent responses to the same questlonnalre . S

to forty vear. old respondents in the community. They rated Engllsh'as

()

Lo LAy
surveyed Results fromqthe questlonna:re are slgnnfxcant in that they L \\\

~,

»
N

indicate the need to fnnd out what members from manFltY communltles consnder




v

-to be important and Functional lﬂ the educatlon of thei® ch|ldren. The -
researchers recommended that a commun|ty 5 attltudes toward Engllsh/Spanlsh

blllnguallsm be surveyed before attempt|ng to establ|sh educat|onal programs

.
-~

for language minority students.

The relatlonshlp between ch|ldren 5 natural language use and what
. Ly

tests of language proflclency measure. Results regarding test constructs

+

}and predlctabllnty of language proflclency levels were. sngnrflcant. In

'studylng the congruency between 3 commonly used tests of- language proflclency

-

and the chlldren's actual language repertoire, it was found that each test

.

measures a different aspect of language. The tests examlned were: The - .

James Language Domlnance Test, the Language Assc;ﬁment Scale (LAS) and the

'Bllnngual Syntax Measure (BSM)

Tt was Found that only a very small part of the Chlld s langUage
repertonre in terms of number of utterances, was taken into account in
,assesslng language profnclency when us|ng the James Language detnance Test

‘e

¢wh|ch i's based on vocabulary productlon and comprehenslon. For thlS reason

when assessed- thh thls measure, chlldren could appear to be much less pro- =

fnclent than they actually are.

It was Found that in the Spanlsh Form of the LAS's, 3- 5 subtests (phenomlc,
,gexncal, and oral comprehensnon) produced scores wcth two or more levels of
dlfference from the totak score. These subtests by;themselves, it was Found

are not good predlctors of language proflcnency, eSpeclally for chlldren who

y - ..

are not hlghly proflclent |n that language. The researchers recommend




~ that since the LAS ls one of the most widely used tests of language -
praticiency in bllingual programs, that a larger study should be under-

taken to determlne |F these dlfferences between the total and subtest
scores occur consistently. '

©

The BSM purports to measure language proflclency in terms of language

.

develOpment usung a syntax construct.A An analysns of lts grammatlcal
structures lndlcates that although a maJorlty of them are part of the Engllsh
proficient chuldren s language reperto:re, they represent,a low percentage"
of the chuldren's total language repertolre,' ln using the Spanlsh BSM,

was Found that a greater more varied number of structures. were représented,

although some or the structures measured by the BSM d|d not appear in any of-l.

the ‘childrents repertoire (e. g., ‘the copula ser't),

Based on these Fihdings the researchers recommend contlnued research

R

di?lto “flnd'new test constructs For measurlng language proflclency whlch are

Vlgmore holistic |n nature and show a knowledge of or are based on what chuldren_

’

'actually do WIth language.“ They suggest that such tests should approach

'the measurement of language proF|c:ency From a w|der perspectlve, that'oF

- -

communicative competence, where Form and Functlon of language are nnvolved

'andehere natural language samples are’ the source of lnformatlon about tbe
i . A

| students' languaoe prof1cuency Slnce it seems that current tests used to.
f° assess lanouage prof:C:ency only tap a very small part of a b|l|ngual chlld'
,l ngulst:c repertolre, it was recommended that more research leadnng to

. vemeny o

‘ »contlnued development of |ntegrat|ve measures be undertaken.




Analysis of Children's use of Questions and Commands in Vatural Settlngs

[y v

The use oF gquestions and diractives oF eught vear old Hnspannc ch:ldren in
formal end nnFormal settnngs was also examnned Frequency count or questlons
in the corpus demonstrated that questions occur more often in the language

in which the child s mare proflcrent. An analysls of classroom éhe%%rbning_ —

patterns showed that requests For nnFormatlon had the highest frequency

M

of occurrence in both Spanish and'English, followed by yes/no questlons;
Requests for permlssion requests for cfarlflcatlon and theoret|cal questnons
‘had a higher |nc1dence of. occurrence anong ch:ldren who vere more profrcnent{
ln‘Engllsh. lt .was also found that |n the Formal~classroom context,-ln
both English and Spanish, children asked more informatlon questions._ When .
gv the types oF questlons that occur: the most durlng leFerent actnv:tles in
the classroom settlngs was examlned ‘|t was Found that the maJornty of the
"request for |nFormatlon were asked during the language arts actnvntles. In -
lnformal settlngs requests For lnFormatlon showed the hlghest Frequency oF

'occurrence of both Engllsh and Spanish.
. ’ . - ) . } . "L ° ) -
The use of directlves was also examined.’ The most common. types of. - e
dlrectvve used by the chsldren studied were: axplicit imperatives and im-

.bedded lmperatives Both were used to express lntent.' It was Found that

use of" dtrectlves most oFten occurs in the language in whlch the chlld is

more oroflclent. o

The reSearchers conclude'with recommendations that:

e , research continue to explore chlldren s language use
in formal and nformatlon settlngs.

o language be deflned fron a hOllStlc perspectlve, and.‘

T o language prorlclency be deF:ned accordnng to language"
o ourpose domaln . and other contextual variables:.




Contribution to the.RFP Coals

The general and soec ic purposes of this study contrlbute to a hetter

understandlng of socnoculrural norms. and “socual perceptlons“ which lnrluence

- v’

use oF.L] and L2 in dlfferent contextual settings, thus, lt contrlbutes s

an understandlng of three areas of research suggesqed by the RFP

‘o setting and proflcnency in a flrst and second language;
o competence in classroom (and ‘home ) communncatioh* and
ol methods for assesslng language pro.:clency ina first f

and second language setting and proflclency in L] and LZ.

he -

AN

The study's flndlngs regardlng the frequency and dnstrlbutlon of cenmann

Functnonal.language uses-of school chnldren is s|gn|f|cant., Varlablllty

vias related not only sntuatlonally and contextually but also to the use of

Spanish or English according to parttc:pants ethnlc afflllatlon and domagn..

e
It was also found ‘that students who were the most competent in ‘school and home

[ s

used certain language functlons in the use of cémmunucathe Skl]]S more

:

frequently than others (e. +g., using dlrectlves in the dominant language).-

The study s contrubutlon to language profuclency assessment methodologles

it lntroduces the concept that lanauage profnclency

2

must be assessed “thhln communlcatlve sltuatlons whnch occur naturally

.|mpor ant because

lt is also umportant in that is documents the dlscrepancy becween types oF

lex:cal and grammatacal |tems measured by some hlghly used’ tests of language
profnc;ency and actual lex:con and granmatlcal structures:ﬂementary chlldren

produc= in naturally occurrnng sltuatlons. o L - 'l‘.-; e

2
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LlngulSth Interdependence Among Japanese and Vletnamese lmmlgrant Students.

)

Jim Cummlns, Merr:ll Swain, Kazuko Nakajima, Jean Handscombe, Diana Green.

The study was baSed on the hyoothesss that L] and L2 proflclency are mani-
festations of a common underlynng-pcofncsency and, that therefore, lnstruc-

tlon ln either L] or'L2 is approprlate to promote prof:cxency underlylng | ’

academlc sknlns ln elther one or both languages..

The study was desngned to lnvestugate Cummins intérdependence hypothesis

o

among Japanese and Vletnamese :mmlgrant students in Toronto, Canada. -

4

Accordlng to the |nterdependence hypothesns, older. |mm|grant students whose

,'LI academlc proflclency is bett%r developed on arrlval |n Canada wull acquire‘

-

English academlc skills more rapldly than younger»lmmigrant students."”Acé-{"~
delc language proflclency |s used to refer to aspects of language proflclency

whlch are c0gn|t|vely-demand|ng and are maanested |n S|tuat:ons where the

communlcatlve actlvlty is supported only by llngUlSth cues. ”Context-'
reduced“ proflclencv refers to aspects of. language proflclency where a w:de

range of*aarallngulstlc and satuatlonal cues support the communlcatlve actu-

&\1"

,vuty. lt |s'bel|eved by the researchers that the use of Japanese and

Vietnamese |mm|grant students provndes a strlngent ‘test of the hypothesls
because of the - cons:derable dlrrerences between Engllsh and the students'
second languages. The two groups represented students Nlth dnfferent SOCIO'

economic. backgrounds, namely, upper-mlddle class Japanese students and

Vletnamese refugee students. Speclflc research questIOns are:

o What is the relatlonshao between the level of L]
™ proflclency on arrlval andecontlnued developed of L]7
0. dow are academJC aspects of L, and L cOmmunlcatlve ) .
proficiency related to other dlmenslons of comnunlcatlve _ . :
prof:cnency? P : o : R

B T8




s

o  What is the |nfluence of dlfferent background (e.g:
personality characterlstlcs, parental education) and
béhavioral (e.g. language use patterns) variables on

gthe\acquISItlon of English proficiency and maintenance
of L] proficiency?

‘The Japanese Study.' The Japanese sample conslsted of 91 hlgh socuo-

2

economic status students attend|ng grages 2' and 3 and grades 5 and 7 of the

School of Supplementary JapaneSe Stud|es in Toronto From the or|g|nal'
‘sample, a subsample was selected so that length of residence and sex would
be-: as s|m1lar as possible in older and younger groups -All parents were "- }.l
temporary res|dents who were |n Canada for JOb related reasons . and who in=

' tended to eventually return to’ Japan Thus, there was hlgh motlvatlon to d,
malntaln their chuldren s Japanese proflclency The Japanese data collectlon
procedures included |nd|vudual |nterv1ews in the natlve language wnth parents T
of target students The students were admlnlstered Engllsh and’ Japanese A
group academ|c language proflcuency measures, |ndLvudual Engllsh/Japanese

>

academlc measures, and were |nterv1ewed in Japanese and Engllsh The Engllsh

academic measures conslsted of the second grade Gates MCGlnItle Vocabulary and -

: Readnng Tests, a wrltten Prepos|t1onal Usage Test and orally adm|n|stered adapta-

tuons of the Antonyms and Sentence Repetltron subtests of the Language Assessment

\]

"1Umo|re ' The Duagnostuc Test of Readlng Comprehenslon and Readlng Profchency

- Level | and Level I devepred by Tosh|o Tatsum| was used to test the readung

-

SklllS of the sample. The test provudes a d|agnost|c assessment of readlng
'skllls from grade l through 6 and IS WIdely used |n Japan Scores were con- .

verted to T-scores w1th a mean of 50 and standard devnatlon of lO based on
~

'Japanese norms . Scorlng procedures were developed for Engllsh profucnency

»

.famong JapaneSe chlldren based on sntervnew data Approxlmately 25 percent of

Athe |nterVIews chosen at random prov:ded the baSlS for developnng and reFunlng

.2




scoring categories and scales based on sophistﬁcation and accuracy of syntax,

‘~and richness and detail of lnformatlon communlcated Ratings of inflectional

use in Eng]nsh were nncluded The Flnal scales in Japanese and cng!nsh were R
developed partially usnng categorles developed by the researchers and’ re-

vised w1th data provuded by the |ntervnews

.

» L

. A factor analySIs of the éngllsh and Japanese proflclency measures was
‘fconducted to examune the re]atlonshlps among varlab]es and to reduce the,
dependent variables to more manageab]e proportlons for purposes of a mu]tlple J
..regreSS|on ana]ysns. Other anaTyses which were employed to test speci f.c
hypothesus or conr|rm flndnngs were partlal corre]atnona] ana]ysns,‘nonpara-..

metrlc comparlsons_of snb]rng'scores, t*tests of the performance of oIder'and_.

younger students and regression’ analyses involving the.Fu]] Japanese sample
of 91 students. . . S o S

© . : ) Y N L . . . -

The Vietnamese Study The researchers~were unable: to find an adequate
number of V:etnamese L1 students and eventual]y |dent|F|ed and tested only
45 students. Al] the Vletnamese students in the sample were recent arr:va]s,'

~ the range belng 5- 22 months . Students were chosen between the ages of 9

',and 17 years ‘to ensure ‘that the samp]e had recelved some education in Viet---

namese. Group tests were given in both 1anguages but |nd|v1dua] interviews

“

- were conducted in ngllsh only. A detalled bac&ground lnteﬁvlew was not

lcarrled out a]though lnformatlon was obtalned from the chlldren about last
grade comp1eted in Vietnam whether they had studied English in camp, age”
and ‘length of resndence in Canada The readlng comprehension suotest of

the grade-z Gates McGinitiestTest and the Eng]ish'éreposftional Usage'Test,

both used in the Japanese study, were also used. In addition, -40-item oral




AN

‘to rurther asséss Vletnamesa academlc skxlls. One test (a Fable) was. con= -

. siderably easier than the other {an exposltory passage)

Tu [ ' . 5 1

-

English and Vletnamesa Antonqu tests were developed such that 30 fqems’ln .

each test denoted concepts that were the same or slnllar, in both’ languages._»l

" This procedure was nntended to allow dlrect comoarlsons o‘ students per-

rormance across languages“ Two Vletnamese wrltten clozn teSts were developed ’

c

Results of the Study

-

.'The Japanese Study; The result of the study IS regarded by the re-

©

searchers as strong ev:denoe for the lnterdependence hypothesls and the
eantence of a common underlylng proflcxency BaSed on a regression analySIs,
lt was found that |nd|V|dual danerences do not greatly affect acqu1s|tlon

of Lz syntax as manlfested in |nformal c0nversatlon. Exposure.and use of ‘the :

t

language appear to “be consnderably more lmportant,h The researchers conclude ~v:

that students' level of L] cognltlve academlc development makes a cons:derable‘”

- 2l

leference in the raP'dltY with which L2 cognltlve academrc proflclency is
developed. R . o ’ '_. ',“‘ I '”:a‘; E

.o . -~ -

L lt was found that there is a dlStlﬂCthﬂ between grammatncal and dlS‘

‘course (or pragmatlc) competence as has been suggested by Bachman, Palmer and

Canale and, also, that |nteractsonal style is. |nterdependent across languages.. N
In other words, a Chl]d who tends to volunteer :nformatlon and prov;de detalled

elaboratlve responSes to questlons in JapaneSe wull tend to manlfest the same -

types of llngulSth behav:or in ngl| h. The researchers conclude that ths

' tralt\must be relatad to personalxty varuables.' Slnce they play a maJor role

¥n determxnxng the ways in Wthh learners tand to lnteract in LZ' First [gnguggé

]

cogn Je/academlc matursty, or the other hand, -xerts an important influence -on

el




LY

h° rapldkty WIth whtch L2 cognltlve/academxc sklllsfare developed;. The

‘

3

i ndlngs suggest that older lmmlgrant ‘students malntaln andldevelop their
L] skllls better than students who lmmlgrata at a yOunger age. It is " "
'sugnlflcant that these flndlngs are the same as those reported by Skutnabo-'"

Kangas and’ Toukomaa (1976) desplte the vast dlrrerence in sUbjects (Japanese‘

upper-class versus Flnlsh worklng-class).and contextsh

The researchers conclude by suggestnng that Ll cognltlve/academlc pro-'

Fncnency is onJy one factor |nFluenc1ng the acqulsltlon of L2 proflcrency

lt remalns to be seen what’ other factors are lmportant and to what éxtent »i

e

dxstlnct sets of predlctor varlables dlfferentxally affect the acqutsxtxon A

of dlfferent aspects of language prof:csency as. well as the contlnued develop-lv

-

7ment of Japanese prof|C|ency . , i’ S - . o

Therletnamese-Study. Correlatlons among Engllsh and Vletnamese aca-

demic prof|c1ency varlables showed hlghly s:ganlcant relatlonshlps both WIthln

)

and across. languages : Further support for the lnterdependence hypothesns

was prov:ded by- strong posltlve correlatlons between age and last grade-

Fd 4

. Vietnam and l-'ngllsh and V|etnanese profncnency varlables.r Cognitlve'maturity'“b
‘was also found to be strongly related to L] cognltlve/asademlc proFlcxency

The same pattern of flndlngs as the Japanese study emerged from ‘the V:etnanese
study. Secause they were such d|ss|m|lar samples, th:s provuded rurther evi- s

~

dence for the- lnterdependence hypothesis. S .'.‘ o o : -

~Contrlout|on to the RFP Goals o
N~ o~ . .
This study is slgnlflcant in Furtherlng our understandung of the rela-:

] -

tionshlp between certaln aspects of langtage pranc:enCy (academlc language
A -

prancnency versua context'reduoed language prorlccency), and cognltnve .

23
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B

a

-

abllltles of - students nhose ages range from 7 years to- 17 years of -age.

As such the two studles provnde greater understandlng in the area of the
RFP: Methods for Assesslng Language Proflclency ln a Flrst!and Second
Language. Eaior lmpltcatlons for assessment of language pranclency relate.
to the finding that the construct of proflclency is not unltary and that

traditional dnstlnctions and modes of-asSessment (e g., llstenlng, speaklng,v'

reading, and Writing) may be less fundmental than d|st|nctxons related to

the context in whlch the communlcatlve actlv1ty takes place (l.e., context-
N

embedded versus context reduced) and the extent to whlch communlcatlve per--

¥

Formance is determlned by relatlvely stable attrabutes of the |nd|v:dua1

o
o

]
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"Relationshio'setween Native and Second Language Readlng Comprehensnon =nd

i

concepts of Ianguage domunance and

Second Language Qral Ablllty._ Betsy Tregar and Bak Fun Wong The study

S

.was motlvated by the Boston Publ;c Schools' need to. lmplement the provisions
stated in the LAU Remednes. The fii::] dlStrlCt Felt a need to clarlfy the

guage profuclency in order to lmple-
ment.the LAU Remedies.

The purpose of the study was to lnvestlgate the relatuonshnp between

“ natIVe Tanguage (L ) and second language (L ) readtng comprehension and

I
Second Ianguace oral ablllty. The sample for the study were four hundred

non Engllsh dom:nant chuldren,' of the total sample 200 were Chinese. speaklng

. and 2”0 Spanish speaklng students in grades 3 -8. A]L students were classnf;ed

as elther LAU category A (monollngual in a ]anguage other than Eng]ush) or '
B (predomtnant spea&er of a language other than Engllsh) : Oral language’v
and cloze read1ng measures were admlnlstered ln English Spanssh and Chinese.

The cloze measures were developed by the Boston Publ:c Schoo1's LAU Unlt. The o
cloze format was used because it had been shown to be a generaL}y valid measure

of read:ng comprehensuon S Lo

Results of the'Study:'
!n'general lt was Found that Lz‘readlng scores were hugher nor students

reading at grade IeveI in L than For students read%ng oelow grade Ievel

LT‘ Cross tabulatlon of Spanlsh and Eng]ush cIoze scores xnd|cated that

fufty-three percent of“Hxspanlc students who scored at or above grade ]evel .;;'

4

in Spantsh also scorad at or above grade level in Engllsn. OF those uho scoredf

below level 'ia Spanssh, n:nety frva perccnt (95/) scored Tow in u"gl'Sh'r

P




Slmtlarly, lety-elght percent (58” of Chlnese students at- or. above grade__f

level in Cnlnese, scored at or above grade leVel in Engllsh OF students l’
NhO scored below grade level in Chlnese, Seventy elght percent (78@) scored
below grade level in- cngllsh e was also Found thac there wasva hlgher "A
correlatlon between L] -and Lz readlng comprehenslon than between Lz oral
ablllty and Ly readnng comprehens;on ror students ln grades 3 5 _ Whereas o
for mlddle school students, there was a hlgher correlatlon between L2 oral

.abcllty .and L2 cloze readlng comprehensnon than between L and L readnng
comprehenslon The researchers suggest that the fundnngs For the elementary
students is significant and consustent with the bellef that students who
first acqunre readlng skllls in thezr native language will achleve better -

' cnglush readlng than students who are taught to read only in Engllsh

S
o —

- ﬁ“The contrad]ctory flndnng at the mlddle school level, suggests a need“to more f
careFully examlne the varlables Wthh affect the acqulsttlon of llteracy .
.nn a second language for adolescent students I't also lndlcates 3 need For
"Veducators to. be aware of the developmentaJ aspects of language aCQUISlthﬂ in

the deslgn of :nstruct:onal programs for second language learners R

Nid !

-k :4 P

' Contributlon to the,RFP Goals'

Results from thlS study are closely related to one o. the Four areas
of research suggested in the ALPBP RFP . Method for assess:ng language
,?proﬁncnanoy in. L and L2 lt was conrnrmed tnat students From grades 3 8
who were readnng at grade level xn L would attaln hlgher scores lnltz..ﬂ

reading than students whose L] readlng ablllty were’ below grade level

N, o
"Thxs “indlng has nmportant 1mpll¢atnons For placement of language munornty;

v,




_ students in anproprlate educatronal programs and for clarlfyung what varlablas N

$

"may arrect language mnnoruty students acquraztuon of L2 teadlng Clearly
the results suggest that elenentary age language mznoruty students should
beccmerlitenate in L before startlng readlng lnstructlon in LZ.;_The
'_other slgnlfrcant Flndnng was- that there was a hlgher ccrrelaticn'between
"~L1:and L, raadlng'cemptehenslon than hetween_l;2 oral'ahllltyfand Lz.readung
'compnehenslbngfor’elenentary age students., This suggests that tests of. oral,
L? ability mayhnot provlde.a clear lnclcatlcn of'L2 readlng.comprehenslon and

as. such, are not adequate neasures For placement of students ln an academlc

',program For mnddle schdbl stud%nts the Flndlngs are not clear and thus,'

LY
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' are associated.with.a range,

, situational-éontexts within which, SpeciFic, situatipn-bobhd,meanfngs éndl‘ﬁ':

.Ds, Helen-Slaughterﬁand :
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o

I's based on the:LPM‘were.devised‘b}' |
TUSD QgrSonnel,.' proﬁfcient, funétipﬁaliéﬁd limited,

. the data page for’ the
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scudy, the résearchers listened to 3 wide rénge of d |

LPM fn spantsh and

: The basic
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. . _\‘
to tsme and’ engage in extended dlscourse on a topuc. Chlldren who appearedv
less profnc:ent at developlng toplcs used pronomlnallzatlon whsle those whol"'
appeared more proficnent used nomunal lexsca]nzatton somettmes w:th mod
.fners such as adJectlves or. adJectnve clauses., Older students seemed to pro-~,
vnde more specnflc references lncludung the use of. adverbsal clauses and r:.

'°background lnformatson. More proflcnent students also grasped the oppor-

utunity to engage in extended dlSCOUrSe on, tOPlCS wnth fewer examlner el!Cl‘;
tation turns than less profuclent students. As related to the classroom

‘context, more proflcsent students were |ncreas|ngly assertlve in takung the

floor and engagsng nn extended talk to whlch a teacher mlght respond

The reSearchers conclude wuth a statement about tHe dlsadvantages

vand advantages of a dlscourSe analysls approach to language prof:clency

assessment Drsadvantages of+the approach are that much research remalns

-to_be.done. The method is more tnme consumlng and because lt is a new type

of measurement, examnners and- dtscourse analysts must be thoroughly tratned

v“so that they possess a hxgh level of cllnlcal skllls in how to score or -

- -

'-;rate the d:scourse and how to provnde feedback to classroom teachers. The

"advantages are, accordnng to the researchers, that it provndes an approach ‘\

that can be used wutﬁ students at varuous stages of language acqutsltnon._

” 4

The researchers recommend that future research lnclude-.
"..o o a comparlson of evaluatlons of language proflclency
ir'based on elicited discourse samples to dlscourse
yvobserVed in more naturalnstnc settlngs,

-3 .“exploratnon of the relatlonshlp between achlevement v i
N and- language/profucrency in bilingual chlldren and R f

o] -fexploratton of the range of ch:ldren s language
- proficiency in both. Spani'sh' and English, i.e., research
to compare prof:eeencles across tasks and languages.v




Contrlbutlon totthe RFP Goals. Results from this studv provnde innova- .

ttve dlrectlons in the measurement of language proflclency assessment and

contrlbute dlrectly to an understaﬁdlng of the 4th area of researcn |n the

\

RFPE Methods of Assessnng language pFOfIClenCY in L and Lv.’ The researchers

.001nt out that the assessment oF language proflcnency based on dIFferentlal

'conversatlonal and narratlve skllls oF bnlnngual students has just been

still remalns open as to the valldlty of Judglng language proflclency baSed

' a dLsadvantage as when tradltronal language asseSsment strategnes are used

3

.'n't ated The study was sngn:Fncant in ldentnfynng patterns of speech oF

elementary school chlldren and thelr relatlonshlp to carrylng on conversa- }

t|on or narrattng wnthln an experlmental sltuatlon., However the questlon a

]

?only on chlldren s speech productlon. Because of dlfferent developmental

constderatlons, and culturally acqulred modes of communlcatlon as’ well as per- R

" ¥

;: sonaluty trants- some chlldren may not be as wnllung to oroduce speech as -

- -

others. For such chxldren u51ng thlS approach may place them at as much ofj.'

From the theorettcal perspectlve, ‘a comprehenSIve theory oF dlscourse whlchf

':”nncludes a developmental model of chuldren 5 acqulsltion oF dlscourse (con-,

v s .
Versatlon, narrat:ves)'is |n ‘the Formatlve stage._ Thls study, It’lS belleved

'contrlbutes dnrectly to the development of thlS lmportant theoretlcal per— - .

v .
A,

spective. = - t o o L
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: The Study of Graphlc Sensé’éﬁd/lts Effects on the Acqulsntlon of theracy, -
'u;ﬁ ; "Eduardo Hernandez-Chavez and Jan Curtns The study of - the relatxonshlp of

graphnc sense to readung socnallzatnon and readlng readlness was umplemented"
,:n order ta more fully understand the. process oF lxteracy acqulsltlon 'The
Framework For the study was based on the hypothesls that success nn learnlngt,7-

 to read. depends upon the level of graphlc deve;?pment ln the ch|ld and that_'7

the rate of thus development rg related to the quallty of the Chlld'SaSOClallf,yi' o

zatlon experJences Recent research (Ferreuro, l976 l978) suggests that

’ a

chlldren exposed to written lad@uage in theur day-to-day envrronment systema-” L

<t|cally develop conceptuallzatlons of prunt, a. g_aphlc sense, that progresses

*from quasl-plctorlal to very abstract represengatlons.g
' ln order to study the development of graphlc sense |n both Spanlsh and
. o~
] Engllsh among young ch|ldren and to |nvestlgate ltS relatlonshlp to lnltsal

»

v_success in readlng and the nature of its development, the_followlng_research

S
N e

'questlons were |nvest|gated' ' f_-' o ul_ R ”,7..z,
e  What ls the.nature of chlldren S pre reading conceptuallzatuon C
‘ of the printed word? Speclflcally, do Mexican-American chjldren BRI
in the U.S. demonstrate a- development of graphnc sense that is e
similar to that found by Ferreiro and haw is that development
-related to the read|ness of chlldren to learn to read7 '

e 'How are chuldren socuallzed to print, i.e., what attltudes and
o practices with respect to. readlng are found in the home?  How.
is this socialization related to the_ development of chlldren s

graphsc sense and thelr readlness to read? "

' Partlclpatlng ln’the study were themchlldren |n the blllngual ktnder-

,garten and flrst grades of Callstoga Elementary school ln Caluforn:a. In :y' .

add|t1on to the 38 attendlng klndergarten and 33 attendlng flrst grade, 43.ﬂ

preschool age chlldren were chosen frOm ﬁamllles of the school sample

A . . . . ~




N

Based on 'a conparlson of scores on the Bllungual Syntax Measure'(BSM)"

in. Engllsh and Spannsh only 5 of the chlldren, two &lndergartners and

' .three flrst graders, could be classufled ”balanced bglnngual ‘This lmpllés g

_that the Chlld utlluzes comparable grammatncal structures |n:the two lan-.’

.guages Because there were so few blllnguals it was not possxble to test

for- the erfects of b:llngualusmtupon the development of graphlc sense fl'l

Flfty two were Span:sh domlnant and 57 Engllsh domlnant._ ‘7 5' -
_ _ . A a
Preschoolers', klndergarteners', and furst graders' readlng readlness and”“

k nnformatlon were collected by means of the Cooperatlve Preschool

the Slngerland Pre Readlng Screenlng Procedures, and the readlng

g,

“sub tests of the COmprehenslve Test of Baslc Skllls, respectnvely
Graphlc sense was assessed by means of the Graphlc Sense Card. Sort.ng ;,:;

. » a
Task, a test developed by the researchers Thlrty FOur cards ln both Span»sh

and Englxsh were developed élong the Follownng dlmenslons plctorlal repre-:
sentataon, scrlpt' segmentatlon, llnearuty, letter ornentatlon, letter order,
vnumerlclty, forelgn language, repetltlon of elements, 1ength of strlng .
: lxngutst:c reallty The ratlonale For the test is based on the premlse that
,chlldren acqunre conceptuallzatlons about what can and cannot e read ;ln"H”".
‘dlfferent stages oF deVelopment, chlldren use dlfferent crlterla ror accebtlng
'e a} reJectlng partzcular graphlc representatlons as readable. lt is belleved .;
.‘chlldren s use or these crxterla reveals the underlylng ldeas they haVe about
the naQure of wrltten languagn . L o L

< I . ‘_m ) ) B ','_ ) ’

\

Use oF a “socuographlc” questlonna:re provuded~rhe means oF under-;: '

*

- standnng how 50c1al|zatlon to prlnt relates to the acqu:s:tlon of lnteracy

~,r"The questlonnanre provrded da a on the—amount and nature of readung and

B - N




h.

‘writing by~Fahily7members. lncluded were questlons about famlly structure -;f'

resldence hlStory, eoucat:onal background and employment hlstory of- famIIV»
members Other questnons |nvolved famlly attltudes towards proflclency
Spanlsh and cnglrsh and educatlonal and career asplratlons held by the famlly_

*or the. chcld Questxons to ascertann the language use patterns in and out-

. snde the home as well as questlons regardnng the klnds, avallablltty and use

- -

-Results oFJthe“Study

-

oF readlng materlals were sncluded The varnable of socualxzatlon to prlnt

s belleved to P]aY a 5tr°ng role in the sngnlf:cance a chlld attrlbutes to f*'

‘. . o

‘readlng.

RN

The results oF thlS study clearly support the proposxtlon that ch|ldren .

o

pass through developmental stages in thexr understandlng of. wrltten language.

The stages can be ndentuFled both by the crlterxa that-chlldren use at each
-~

Tevel in deC|d:rg whether partlcular graphlc representatlon can or cannot

oe read and the characterlstlcs of their responses ‘or dlStlnCthe features, :

in locatlng grammatlcal structures of an utterance in a wrltten sentence. :

."\'

Prorlles of predlctable response patterns For each of F:ve levels were

_obtalned through the analys:s of a. card sortlng task on whnch chuldren were' Q
uasked to dlstlngunsh graphlc representatlons that were readable from those
.rthat were not. From these proFxles the level at whlch ‘a partlcular
, Feature becomes.lnportant to chlldren can be understood For example,plﬁ
"can be anerred that the dnglnCtlon between wrltnng and plctures beglns at

. Level 2 At about Lh|s sane tlme, chlldren also begln to respond to the .

length of a strlng Three-letter words were cenerally accepted as somethlng

to be read but youncer chlldren reJected two-letter words as" too short




”zto'be‘teadablef .Similarly,'numerals and letters are»confusedgby the»-'-
younger children. -

. . -
i o~ [N :

Stages of development are also evudent in chlldren s notlons,about

the locatuon of elements ina str:ng Most preschool chlldren recognpze '

.\1 "! -

'that short particles such as the and ln must be located in. smaller words,

but they fall to correctly ldenttfy the partlcles ln a sentence On xhe
- other hand these same chuldren tend to consnder it poSslble for snnglev:si'tq

-
iy

: fwords to represent an ent|re phrase Many k;ndergarteners and ‘even Flrst

-

‘ .graders wnll locate the heads of phrases in pos:tlons other than where they }

il
M [V . ! -

locate“the phrases themselves

Spanlsh domlnant chuldren tend to be at lOWer levels of graphlc sense
development than theur Englush domunant coevals ThIS kS true for presrhool

‘as well as for klndergarten and flrst grade chnldren, 50 the dufferences

.

are not due to formal lnstructlon The level of development of graphlc

e ‘-

sense is s:gnlflcantly and strongly related to. certa|n“'socrograph«c‘| or. .-

soc:aluzatLon:to llteracy varuables, in partlcular to.
-- ' Mothefs Level of Luteracy,
. Chuld Reads and/or ertes' and'

a

. Presence of Magaz:nes s SR = '

. Thls |s lnterpreted to mean that graphlc sense depends

vsoclallzatlon practlces in the chlld's env:ronment and tha

: zatlons about(f/;dlng that the Chlld acquures are dewglopmental in nature
' e SRS

”and are not bound ‘to formal lnstructlon : B T L e
SN e = | o A "~"fw." R

:4 . . . v
" - % RN v

ln contrast, graphlc sense level is only weakly related to a- varlety

?

of readlng readlness and academlc achlevement data such as are derlved From

(N




o

o the Cooperatlve Preschool Inventory, the Comprehenslve Test of Basic Skllls, .

S

and the Sltngerland Pre Read(ng Screening Procedures. lt would seem, then,

\

‘that these measures assess sktlls that are very dlfferent from thoSe that

-

| :Achlldren have acqunred naturally through thear contact wuth the world of .

‘ prlnt and that they bnlng wuth them to- the school :

\
. +
. e

The study of chlldren S graphlc sense has.several lmportant lmpllcations -
for educatlonal practlce. Knowledge about chlldren s lnformaﬂly acqu:red
notions about print: and nts functnon would seem to be Very nmportant in
- assesslng thenr level of readlng readlness. Graphlc sense level should also.

'be taken lnto account |n the ‘kind and level of nnstructnon glven to chlldren

0

' ', in preschool klﬂdergarten and -first. grade Flnally, an understandtng of

'1‘the socnographnc factors that are related to graphnc sense development wull

-
Vi

-'1permlt the desngn of more nelevant classroom acthItles and technlques for

_the development of readlng sknlls in chlldren from all socnal and cultural V

’backgrounds '1 -, ; o ,1. S -.wé

-

'Contrnbutlons ta the RFP Goals

The flndrngs From thrs study hlghly relate to the ftrst area of study

‘fnn the RFP ve cognntlve ablllttes and profrclency ina flrst and second

language -- thh an emphasns on- the relatnonshnp between chlldren S Socnaln- |

zatnon experlences and thelr acquls;tlon of ”graphnc sense "

- bl

: The researchers acknowledge that many other Factors whlch may affect
the acqulS|t|on oF graphlc sense need to be ndentlfled They :ndlcate that

T

longltudlnal data over at least a two year perzod needs to be collected in

ca

order to more clearly deflne how the acqu:sltlon of lnteracy flts nnto the f‘

developmental process,v




The questidn remains:

Are*the acqunsntnon of lzgeracy sknlls and the
acqups:t&on of graph1c sense a separate or a snngle process? “The researchers'

fxndtngs prov:igﬁsupport For the latter |nterpretatxon based ‘on the demon-

-strated relatnonshnp between ”graphnc sense“ and read:ng achievement. 1, T

A . N . - . . . i
S o -~ .
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' Lxmtted Language Profucnency" A Problem in. the Dannltnon and Measurement

;oF Bnlsngualnsn, Zoe Ann Hayes. The purpoSe of thss study was to examwne

the language pro c encles of l:mlted pranctent blllngual Mexlcan-Amerlcan
"thlrd-grade children ln San Jose CA, an area W{th hlgh lncldence of lzmlted
',proflctent bllnngual students.: The*followrng ISSdeS were xnvestlgated ,_v&

'8 . Whether skills of limjted prorlclent blllngual students are -
) .dlstrlbuted across. languages in such a way that measurement =
in only one’ language glves the |llu510n of a verbal: deFuclt and
&
K Whether students are classxfled as. llm:ted proflclent blllngual
) ' on,functlonal (communlcatlve) as well as ‘on. linpuistic measureslf

Recent research fnndungs on the assessment of blllngual language pro— -

<
o0

rtc'ency suggest bhat substantlal numbers of bnllngual students may be

llmrted |n oth the:r natlve and second languages' these studles suggeét

'

that there is valldlty to the construct of llm:ted language proflcaency

A “lnmlted proflclent blllngual” is: generally deflned as one who lacks o
natnve-llke profrcwehcy |n both f:rst and second languages. Thxs zmprecxse
,deflnttion reflects E general problem assocxated wnth the descrtptron and "

measurement pf blllnguallsm. Only approxlmate lnd|cat|ons$ei\proflc1ency : dr

-

-.a?e provnded by current measures of lrnguastlc competence whrch assess

dlscrete elenents oF language. Such measures do Pot assess language as it ls

.actually used |n communlcatuve s:tuatlons.; ln order to unVestlgate .he{~

~.;_concept oF ”lzmlted” proflclent blllnoual the concept of communlcatuve=

ccmpetence whlch consxders not only llngu:stlc competence out the know-rl

e

ledoe of appropr:ate Fanctlonal uses of languaoe was used as the theore- X

' 7,t|cal framework for the study

-




P

Although l:ngulstlc competence and communlcattve competence share
common propcrtles, hey are not dlrect nndlcators oF each other.. Measure;
. ment of language prQFIClenCY s further compl:cated by the bllungual' -

'varying use of languages To clarlfy this |s5ue the follow:ng research

'~_questlons were explored"“

i“o '_Among students classufled as’ ”llmlted proflclent blllngual“‘is
~ _the total repertoire of grammatical skills distributed, across .-
languages? If so, is thls dlstrnbutlon complementary’ '
e Among students class:Fued as "limited profucxent balnngual” is
~ - ‘the total repertoire of vocabulary and communication skills
dlstrlbuted across languages as a functuon of - domaun?
e Among students classlfned as “llmlted proflclent bnllngual“ i
.- 7. . - theré a difference in assigned bilingual proficiencies when
o - different types of profucxency tests (linguistic competence vs.
Ecommunucatlve competence) -are. used to assess verbal behavror7
® What' varlables other than language proflcxency (l.e e cognltIVe
' vFunctlonlng, achievement, Tength. of residency) differentiate

* . between.limited proflcxent lenngual and non= llmited proflcient
. bilingual students? ' S :

“The sample for the study was selected from non-monollngual Mexxcen- :
tAmerican students from 25 thsrd grade classroons in four Santa Clara County
{school oxstrnctst Thnrd graders were. selected because of the need to make
placement and reclassxflcat;on deClSlonS at thls level From the 25 class-.f]'f‘
flrooms, l94 students, composrng three samples, were chosen for the |nvestlgatton
“,Taenty-one students Judged by thelr teacher and the researchers to be hlgn ln
{vcommunlcatxon skxlls in one language and low in the other comprlsed the ,e‘
'fxrst sample. An author desxgned test of communncatlon skllls was F:eld

jtested on thxs sample, they were also admlnlstered the BSM ll : Recordungs

o of both tests, in Engllsh and Spanlsh wer° rated or scored The second

\

w‘sample, composed oF 183 students whose prevsously collected dual language

eproflczency data lndrcated that they mxght be lnmxted proflcxent or R

B RURE T R R l o
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o

e

proFlclenthbllanUals. They were admlnlstered *he BSM Jl n both Engllsh

>~ T
S,

and«Spanlsh. The rhlrd sample was. comprused oF students From $ample "2

“-'whose ltngulst:c competence skllls (BSM L] scores) xndlcated llmlted

‘ blllngual proFIclency (N=h3) or blllngual pro.lciency (N=38) . A battery

D

oF lxngulstlc communscatzve and cognltlve tests were then admlnlstered

'-Llngu15tlc tests we?e scored, and communncatlve tests rated Oemographlc

data was also collected on this sample.» All students were glven a l:n-

,Agunstnc competence test (The CERAS Balance Grammar Subtest) ln both Engllsh

-

.and Spanlsh Dlstrlct-admln:stered achlevement test scores were also

B collected.

¢

Results of the Study |

The results of thlS |nvest|gatlon, “do not lend support Fon the con~ A

:"cluSIon that llmlted olllngual language proflcuency lS | wldespread phe-«}“

nomenon. Rathen, the COnCluSlOnS xndlcate that the use of language

'tests whlch measure only one aspect oF langUage (| e, grammar -or vocab~'

ulary) ard whlch.prov:de cutorF levels may be of questlonable valndlty

A

Compllcatlng‘the lssue oF varlous tests neasumlng leFerent skllls

is the lack of comparabnlxty in the level desugnatlons prov:ded by test

':hfoevelopers The cutorf points used to desngnate llmwted and proflclent

:’statuSwtn a language are not anchored on’ crlterla wnlch lndccate whether o

T

students can or cannot Functxon efFectlvely ln Engl:sh-on]y lnstructlon

As Currently avallable, many langJage prOFlClenCY unstruments Fall

- dnstnnguxsh between fhose who may be truly lnmlted or proFaclent ln'a-‘

language and those who are not The researcher Suggests the u:e oF
N e,

*_sperlftc externa, c,xterla (q - grade level achcevement) to val;dace-l

cutofF scores and level deslgnatlons In addxtnon, language proflcaency

LY

e




;tests whlch desngnate proflclency levels based on, monollngual norms may -
-rnot be valld lndlcators of language prof:cnency sufflclent to succeed

-'Engllsh-only classrooms, wnthout 5pec|al language assnstance

It was suggested by the researcher that the concurrent and content

~

-valldnty of language tests; and the predlctlve Valndity of cutoff soores,"

N~

lead to - the possuble mnsclass:flcatlon of non~Engl|sh language background

| KNELB) students. Approxumately thlrtY Percent of the students |n thlS
_-;’ : study were unconsnstently class:fled usnng any two instruments. A

. q.

-

‘Error |n classnfscation also occurs | 1f a bnlingual's language skxlls

3

‘Plare.measured wnthou: consrderatnon of dlstrlbution of skllls across two»
~'languages.' e’ was thought that perhaps students in San Jose, Cal;fornla _‘"
v:ihad been ralsed nn dlglossnc env:ronments us:ng Spannsh for one set oF
functrons and Engllsh for another Results of thls lnvestsgatlon |hd|cate
’that these students do not appear to come from dlglOSSlC blllngual envsron- :f.
- ments ‘ Rather, students use Englnsh and Spannsh in both home and school

- sntuatlons, although stronger in Spanlsh, thelr languages do not seem to be MR

* I

;separated as a function of domaln

The lack of dlstrnbutuon of language sknlls across languages and N o
1_doma|ns mlght also be related to the students age and length oF resndency. 3;

-Due to the restrlcted range of the thlrd grade, there was llttle varnatlon hg.

Q.

‘,ln length of resndency ."-.’: s
“ . . . . ~ T . v
\Flnally, the follow:ng conclusnons related to the concept of “semt- R

llnguallsm” were drawn‘- By deflnltlon,'“Semlllngualnsm” is llmlted




-

'.proflcxency |n both L] and L2 f The results of thlS lnvestngatuon lndncated
.',that “semllunguallsm“ exlsts only as a concept There is no rellable' -
? evxdence For the existence of the phenomenon. Slnce there appears to be |

- ne way to relnably meaSure the phenomenon nor’ unambnguOusly xdent:fy lt,'
.lt IS not useful as a. construct. Some llteratune on “semllxnguallsm“ -
_Suggests that llmnted b:llngual language prof:c;ency may have negatlve
’.cognltlﬁe reSults No lndtcation of this relat»onshlp was -found to ‘

i'exlst for thus populatlon Although any one test or combtnatlon of tests ”.d
- |nd|cated that a Student may appear to be llmlted ln both L] and L (and o |

this ldentlflcatIOn was llkely to be unrellable and of questlonable

'valldlty), no dtfferences in cogn:tlve development were’ dxscovered bérween SRR

-

limi ted. and profucnent groups of bnllngual students.p[

-

' Contributions to the RFP Goals

The reported flndlngs contrubute, in generall to a better understandlng
of how to assess the language skllls of blllngual students.‘ Specxfucally,~,
‘they contrlbute to -a better understandlng of the follow1ng -areas xn the vlif%
»’:RFP,,Q_a.”' ;ff} - '
| e Cognlt:ve abalutues |n a.FIrst and second languagev

e :'fSettlng and proflclency |n a- flrst and second language

b"o~ Methods for assess:ng ]anguage profuouency 1n a Fxrst and
. second language R . , o .

v

gg ltlve abxllt:es in a flrst and second language.t The main contr;-h

butlon of. th;s study is related to, the clarlfncatlon of the concept of "seml
l;nguallsm [ 'Results do not lend SUpport to the conclusnon that llmlted

bllrngual language proflcuency is a wndespread phenomenon Rather, the -

.
-

48 ;




conclusxons lndrcate that ”semllunguallsm“ exusts only as a concept.g'Thusr S

. ‘the suggestlons that indicate the exnstence of ”semullnguallsm” may be the
__result of llmlted Ianguage proFucuency |nstruments rather than ]lmlted

'Hlanguage proflcrency

The researcher also found no dtfferences in cognltlve development

‘vbetween llmlted and proflclent groups of bulnngual students. Thrs is

contrary to results frbm other studles that lndlcate lsmlted blllngual o g

-

oo

'language proflctency may have negatlve cognutlve results (Skutnabb-

‘Kangas & Toukomaa, l976)

Setttng and pranclency in a- F:rst and second languagg, lt was . found A
A

*

that blllngual students' language Sle]S must be measured across the two‘

ot

'languages to have an acCurate understandlng about the range of language
rskllls of these students._ The |nvest|gatuon lndlcates that students uSed

- Engllsh and Spanlsh in- both home .and. school SItuatlons. Although they weret

e ©

'ffound to be stronger in Spannsh, the languages d|d not seem to be separated'

as -a functlon of domaln (a.e., Spanlsh was not used for one set of funttlons«- .

e N . <

C, and Engltsh for another Wthh IS a possuble result of bexng ralsed ln a

”dlglossnc“ envuronment)

Methods for asseSSlpg language proflcxency in a ?lrst and second-

o

language. For the purpose of placlng language m:noraty students in appro-

]

prlate educatlonal programs, no single language prof:c:ency measure accounts

For the varlous language sk;Jls students possess.b Results from crosstabu- o

latkpns between test panrs,‘lntercorrelatlons among language tests, e

. multlple regresSlons and Factor analyses |nd|cate that each language test e

© s




.

used in thns xnvestxgatlon prov:ded unlque snformatlon about the langhage
prof:clency of the students._ Measures of grammar, for examahe, do not fv[vlc!?':'
vlndncate ‘the . total language proflcuency of students. A word of cautlon is.;’
;glven about concurrent and content valldlty of language tests and the pre~ .
dlctnve valldlty of cutoFf scores whlch can lead ‘to the possable mnsclasst~:
Lbflcatlon of language mlnorlty students. The researcher concludes wrth

recommendatlons that research regardang language tests, and thelr predlctlve

, valld:ty be undertaken and that the recla55|ﬁlcat|on crtterla for bLllngual ;f

students be reanalyzed. F|nally, she strongly suggests that multlple rnd|~ ‘:;f

4

:_cators of language proflc:ency be used for placement decss:ons.»
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Jf,'If 0verv1ew" S ,"”.;_ffv‘ ef“", ”'; T

'*‘b111ngua1 programs, The concept of’commun1cat1ve chpetence, deLeloped by

o and cu]tura] know]edge an 1nd1v1dua1 is assumed to have to enab/e h1m or her

~ issues assoc1ated with the assessment of commun1cat1ve competence/language e

So]7c1tat1on for Proposals _ ; Lo
in Asses51ng the. Language Proficiency of - e R
B1l1ngua1 Persons . |

Proposa]s are be1ng sought for fundamental research proaects on

_iprof1c1enoy of students from many‘second 1anguage backgrounds behng served 1n

_Hymes, is cr1t1ca1 to 1anguage prof1c1ency research. It dea]s _1th the soc1a1

\Lfto use and rnterpret 11ngu1st1c forms (oraf'ﬁr wr1tten) appropr1ate1y 1n g1ven i;d
3contexts. Language prof1c1ency 1s to be understood as encompassnng both .f,,‘ B
-recept1ve and product1ve sk1lls in both ora1 and wr1tter fanguage med1ums.-

. qu Language prof1c1ency refers to the f]uency and accuracy w1th which an ;A“;f; 1;f1 f??‘:

1nd1v1dua1 man1pu1ates language sk1lls for commun1cat1ve purposes 1n the

recept1ve and express1ve areas., - o T R R

From thlS perspect1ve, assessment of commun1cat1ve competence answers RS

»A;the questaon. Upon observat10n, how competent1y does an 1nd1v1dua1 rece1ve L

d'jand transm1t appropr1ate mean1ngfu1 messages in a _pec1f1c context? Assessment

- _of language prof1c1ency answers the quest1on-: As measured on a cont1nuum,_ S

Q

o how we11 does a person speak, understand, read or wr1te7 Wh11e it 1s not
| 7'-poss1b1e to estab]xsh an. absolute d1st1nct1on betweeh language prof1c1ency o
and commun1cat1ve competence, the understand1ng here is. that the term 1anguage ;og o

'prof1c1ency 1s subsumed w1th1n the broader concept of commun1cat1ve competence. - )

s

g
R

'-, The frrst of two one yean-fundTng cycles w111 beg1n in the e f” T

fal? of 1979 for research on the language prof1¢1ency of b113ngua1 students




© from preschool through h1gh school A b111ngua1 .here is def1ned in a broad .

: sense as referr1ng to a student who 11ves in a two-language env1ronment re- .

| gardIess of how weII he or she speaks the non-nat1ve Ianguage It should be

noted tHat thls def1n1t1on shou]d not. be dbnstrued to 1nc1ude d1fferent f
var1et1es of the samé//anguage, na matter how d1st1nct they may bee Thus \,.»;'

~'research focus1ng on reg1ona1 var1et1e§ (d1a1ects) is not be1ng so]1c1t=d
through thxs announcement.. Research studies focused on adu]t conmun1cat1ve
competence are aIso 1ne11g1b1e for fund1ng through this so]1c1tat1on -It ‘
should be noted that research from a variety of ]ahguage and.cultura] back- ;;«

;'grounds is strongly encouraged The spec1f1c deta1ls of the research that |

- Will be funded are found in sect1on III of th1s sol1c1tat1on Obgectzve of .

- _Researoh Effort PR " J ?*'-f - ‘7;.‘t5f‘

.

ProposaIs will be funded on a one year bas1s In a very few except1ona1 o

. -cases, a proJect may be fUnded which w111 requ1re more than one year to ,'.*f.* SR
) complete (e g ’ ]ong1tud1na] stud1es) However, the level of fund1ng w111 not
be greater than for a proJect of comparable size to be . completed w1th1n one .

vyear Just’f1cattons for the extended t1me shou]d be given.

'*_ Approx1mate1y $150 000 is ava11&p}e_each year for th1s effort.. It is the
1ntent1on of InterAmer1ca Research Assoc1ates to support a sma]l number of
qua11ty research projects. It 1s est1mated that 6-10 proJects will be

.‘funded under th1s sol1c1tat1on 0fferors shou]d take these cogs1derat1ohs

*1nto account in deveIop1ng the1r propdSa]s

3

- ITL .Statement of Need N ol R L R

o .

\

Efforts to prov1de schoo]1ng to students frdm a var1ety of language back-

' .4grounds suffer from 1nadequate measures of language prof1c1ency, Teachers and
| - ’ . A : . - . i . . 2




_adkive tandages and =
t1ve languages and in. Engl1sh in order to de51gn and- prov1de appropr1ate:jf o

1

-

'"-psychometr1cs, survey soc1ology, soczol1ngu1st1c analys1s of d1scourse o

| school1ng. Measuresfbf Engl1sh prof1c1ency or competence in the student 3

. often 1nsens1t1ve to the student s success in us1ng language in actual 31tuat1ons .

program adm1n1strators need to understand student's prof1c1eQC1es in the1r"'

nat1ve language are often restr1cted to formal te;‘g'of l1ngutst1c ab1l1ty': s

wh1ch tap grammat1cal, phonolog1cal and, lex1caldnowledg5_J These tests are*

in school at home, among—h%s or her peers or in the communxty at large ¢At

~ the same t1me, these tests may fail to measure language prof1c1ency in a way

; that is d1rectly-useful to the teacher in plann1ng 1nstruct1on for stu-
/

dents, because the sk1lls measured by the tests may d1ffer from sk1lls of

»

‘coneern to the teacher. In add1t1on, tests of language. prof1c1ency often

°confound l1ngu1st1c skills - with underly1ng cognitlve sk1lls such as memory,.,
problem solv1ng, or creatnve thinking. It would be’ to our advantage to ”7 R

account for l1ngu1st1c development in b1l1nguals, and then to explore the

a

1nstruct1onal 1mpl1cat1ons of both cogn1t1ve and l1ngu1st1c growth and the1r

1nteractton 1n students deal1ng with two language systems. Fanally,'teachers—.vg'

' need to understand students' language prof1c1ency 1n tenms of the k1nds of ,-'j” oo

prof1c1ency requ1red in the1r classrooms ‘and they need to understand how h’ ”y'sf;,

™ ¢ 4
. -

" proficiency can be assessed effecttvely . ;;_" |

“ S1nce research on language prof1c1ency/commun1cat1ve competence f5
has been pursued somewhat 1ndependently in a number of d1fferent f1elds in

recent years, 1nclud1ng soc1ology, anthropology, l1ngu1st1cs, psychology,

educat1on, and speech commun1cat1on, th1s sol1C1tat1on seeks proposals -

: from a broad range of d1sc1pl1nes, and espec1ally encourages research

"'strateg1es from a var1ety of f1elds, e. g . ethnography of communucat1on, '

|

; ar1ables, developmental psycholaqgu1st1cs, and cross cultural soc1al1zat1on.'”""

. * - . ” ' : o o
. . - - . :5 _) . 0o :
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.Oifparticular'interest are studies.which investtgate discontinuities between
home/commun1ty sett1ngs apd the school as they affect or elicit prof1c1ency in o
one or both languages of the b11ingua1 student Also at 1ssue gre the effects |

-of d1rferent settings Because so 11tt1e is known about fundamentag )

factors affect1ng commun1cative competence, and the 1nteract1on of pro-

f1c1ency in two languages w1th one another and w1th other cogn1t1ve and

ksoc1a1 factors, proposa]s on a broad array of bas1c research topics have been ‘

,-considered appropr1ate for fund1ng under th1s so]1C1tatwon

Basic research is sought which. m1ght enable educators and-scho]ars to measure
language prof1c1ency 1n both Eng11sh and 1n a student s nat1ve 1anguaqe, in a manner
.that is. sen51t1ve to the range of students commun1cat1ve and cogn1t1ve com- 3
petence, dnd that 1s educat1ona11y usefu? The spec1f1c object1ve of the research
,t1s to study character1st1cs of students' 1anguage competence/prof1c1ency in a |
variety of naturaT commun1cat1on situations and cogn1t1ve task S1tuat1ons, as ) ':,th.

- a foundat1on for deve1op1ng better theor1es and working not1ons of Ianguage pro- _
| ficiency, and/or connmn1cat1ve competence and in turn, for developing. effect1ve Cr

Vtechn1ques for’ measur1ng Ianguage prof1c1ency of students whose nat1ve Ianguage

©

is other than Eno]1sh
I\‘II».;.Object'i V€ of Research Effort

Research is requested through th1s sol1c1tat1on for the 1nvest1gation of

basic research issues in b111ngua1 conmun1cat1ve competence and its assessment

in the c1assroom Research 1n B e- rea of 1anguage~prof1c1ency
assessment is relat1ve1y new ‘and un ve1oped, part1cu1ar1y the use of soc1o- ) :
'11ngu1st1c approaches for the studw prof1c1ency 1n both the native and

- theAEng}1sh:1anguage. In order to f111 th1s vo1d through th1s so11c1tat1on,
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researchers from a varlety of d1sc1p11nes, 1nc1ud1ng researchers with a d1rect .
o fam111ar1ty w1th the languages and cu]tures they are study1ng, shou]d contr1bute :
to th1s effort. - - . w-‘g.i o | o

The research “under this so]1c1tat1on w111 cons1st of a compet1t1ve |
program des1gned to support a number of re]at1ve1y small bas1c research proJects
.1n four areas. The four areas and the 1ssues to be addressed through responses
" to this so]1c1tat1on -are: N _"'\ | ’_;v |
’ Cogn1t1ve abilities and prof1c1ency 1n a f1rst and second 1anguage,
- .'A Setting and- prof1c1ency in a f1rst and second language,
e Competence in c]assroom commun1cat1on . oo i: ;;

) | ﬂMethods for assess1ng prof1c1ency'1n a f1rst and second 1anguage

LY

Research e11g1b1e for fund1ng shou]d focus on schoo] age- b111ngua1 students (pre-:, '
| schoo] through h1gh schoo]) from a broad variety of language and cu]tura1 backgrounds._‘;
1. Cegn1t1ve abi]1t1es and prof1c1ency in a, f1rst and second 1anguage.

"a.g“what effect do cognitive ab111t1es and 1anguage prof1C1ency | : R
. have on each other? S o S
b, - Nhat cogn1t1ve demands are 1mp11c1t in 1nstruct1ona] tasks'
; - 'whicH affect the types of language prof1c1enc1es that '
L ',apbear to be involved in perform1ng these- tasks7 e

D e Are particular levels or. types of cognitive deveIOpment
R _necessary for the acqu1s1t1on of a second 1anguage7

i T d. Are- there poss1b1e benef1c1a1 or detr1menta1 1eve1s of
‘ - proficiency in one or two 1anguages w1th regard to- Ce
~ sp&caf1c cogn1t1ve ab111t1es7 X : R R

e. How can. cogn1t1ve demands, such as memory or preb]em so1V1ng,” ;'; .
. be d1sentangled from 11ngu1st1c demands’ T L e e

' ' Research m1ght 1nclude, but 1s not. restr1cted to assoc1at1ona1 stud1es,

o

. cross—sect1ona1 stud1es across age spans or cr1t1ca] trans1t1ons (e g. from

ch11dhood to adoTescence), or task anaJys1s of the cogn1t1ve demands of

_instructional act1v1t1es. f-~ T SR
lcmsruﬁivn ST 58
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'2; Sett1ng and prof1c1ency in a f1rst and second language

a. What situations does commun1cat1on take place in, and how
‘can part1cu1ar s1tuat1ons determ1ne or constra1n ]anguage
- use? . . :
b What are variations in Ianguage usage by . students across
' -d1fferent sett1ngs or s1tuat1ons’ : . B

c. How do contextua] var1at1ons in 1anguage'dse affect*measurement~
and 1nterpretat1on of prof1c1ency7 v .

: d*, wHow do schooI re]evant prof1c1enc1es affect non-schoo] s1tuat1ons’

e. How can soC1o-cu1 ural determ1nants of appropr1ate language .’.d'
__behav1or be accounted for in assessment pract1ces7

Research strateg1es mlght 1nc1ude, but -are not restr1cted to, case stud1es_ o

“of 1nd1v1dua1 students, natura11st1c observat1on of language use 1n var1ous

| contexts 1n and out of school, or contrastxve stud1es of the f1nd1ngs of

d1fferent assessment strateg1es f _ ;'?"v:“}-

3 Competence in classroom commun1cat1on R | ?; v"‘f' o f‘-;;lv."

a. ;what_are typ1ca1 commun1cation demands foral and wr1tten) 1n I
- - both Eng11sh -and native languages that are placed on .- -
.?.~:students in b111ngua1 c]assrooms’ . -

b;h 'what are the ways. in whtch students of vary1ng degrees of
. Engl1sh and native language Proficiency. cope w1th commun1-

.. cation demands in bilingual classrooms? Ly

Cc. What are the effects of teacher language prof1¢1enc1es on c]ass-'
‘ room commun1cat1on character1st1cs7 .

d.  How does the soc1a1 structure of the classroom effect the
: way in wh1ch ch11dren use one or two 1anguages7 ; ‘

Research m1ght cap1ta11ze on, but is not restr1cted to, ethnograph1c .

” methods of observ1ng ﬂanguage use 1n a part1cu1ar context, on other methods forAj

record1n§ and ana1yz1ng natura1 behav1or, on more trad1t1ona4 methods for

"analyz1ng natura1 behav1or, or on more trad1t1ona1 methods for studying

communxcatxon j’ e

*
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. 4. ”Methods for assess1ng prof1c1ency in a f1rst and second language.j .

" a.  How does thi knowledge that Tanguage use varies across
« . different ontexts’ broaden the -potential for observ1ng and -
_evaluat1ng kunds of prof1c1ency7 ' _

b. . In what way. can’ assessment S1tuat1ons be structured and
‘man1pulat d 1n order to el1c1t samples of natural language’-

g C. How does l1C1ted language performance and spontaneous
e _ lan@uage erformance differ when Judged aga1nst var1ous ot
' . . criteria of prof1c1ency? _ _ R Y
d, Do d1ffe‘ent situations el1c1t language performance con-
~ ducive tp assessing specific aspects of prof1c1ency (e. g s
7 comprehe sion, questJon1ng, product1on)?

° i 4 . , .

l .

- have been rev1ewed by a,panel of rev1ewers | Proposals wh1ch do not address
the 1ssues l1sted here will not be cons1dered respons1ve to this- sol1c1tat1on .

unless suff1C1ent Just'f1cat1on for the1r con51derat1on 1s g1ven. The final

~ decision in such cases w1ll be made on the baSlS of the recommendat1ons of the B
- Review Panel In ord for max1mum use of th1s research to be made in |
1mprOV1ng classroom a: sessment pract1ces. 1nterested part1es should structure _ “d \;77

"’the1r research effort ‘to the greatest extent poss1ble to address research j;

»

"quest1ons wh1ch d1rect affect b1l1ngual classroom practtces | In order for

research to be max1mally useful to classroom assessment pract1ces, 1t 1s :
: 1mportant for researchers to be aware of classroom reallties, the neggs

. fac1ng teachers and the constra1nts and opportun1t1es affectlng the classroom 4

~,
N
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In coordination: w1th the proposed research a program of profess1ona1 '

development wn]l be ongoing.. It w111 1nvo]ve the fam111ar1zat1on of a sma]]
group of-teachers with new, research based approaches to assessment | .
Teachers w111 be 1ntroduced to the Ianguagt prof1c1ency research conducted |
| as a resu]t of th1s so]1c1tat1on as we]] as other pert1nent research Through
: th]S tra1n1ng these teachers will be a551sted in 1nterpret1ng and app1y1ng

_ th1s know]edge ‘This’ group of teachers w111 part1c1pate in workshops,

s

sem1nars, and gu1ded research -

The funded researchers w111 be 1nv1ted to part1c1pate 1n a three
day conference to exchange research f1nd1ngs 1n 1ate spr1ng. It is a]so
ant1c1pated that some of the researchers will part1c1pate as tra1ners in the
1n1t1a1 stages of the tra1n1ng effort InterAmer1ca will prov1de funding for
| the conference and the teacher tra1n1ng act1v1t1es, they need not be addressed

in either the Technical or Cost Proposals

Iv. Gu1de11nes for the Preparation of Proposa]s
A. AppT1cat1on Procedures ﬂ"' |
1. E]?g1b1e Offerors

: E11g1b1e offerors 1nc1ude 1nd1v1dua]s SEA's (State Education
. Agencies), LEA's (Local Education Agenc1es), as well as_
g 0rgan1zat1ons, both prof1t and’ non-prof1t mak1ng :

2. Instruct1ons to. Offerors

The fo]]oW1ng 1nstructnons estab]1sh the acceptab]e minimum -
requirements for-the format and content of proposals. '
- Special attention is directed to the requ1rements for
5 -Technical and Cost Proposals to be subm1tted 1n accordance
~ wWith these 1nstruct1ons .

The purpose of the conference w111 be to share f1nd1ngs and provide feedback
to the funded researchers, as we]l as to cr1t1ca11y rev1ew the resu]ts of the -

. research effort, R




" reference; however, resources information, such as
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- lt is contemplated thaf‘aﬁf%pm.fixed rice o6 of cortract.
a’ WiTl be awarded : DT ‘-P : t?pe;of conﬁraot.:

~The5proposa1fsha11ibe,1n two parts: -""Techn1ca1 Proposa]” )
and a “Cost Proposal”. Each of the parts shall be separate
and ‘complete "in itself so that evaluation of one'may be =~ . -
“accomplished 1ndependent1y of and concurrently with evaluation
of the other. The Technical Proposal shall not contain any

data ‘concerning labor hours and categor1es, materials, sub- '
contracts, etc., shall be contained in.the Technical. Proposal . -
so that-the offeror's understanding of the scope of work may.
be evaluated. It must disclose the technical approach in-as - =~
much detail.as possible, including but not limited to the
requirements of the Technical Proposal instruction. . Proposals
should be thorough but should not exceed 50 pp (typed doub]e-',
spaced) in. 1ength o v ,

’Droposal dead11ne'

The' dead11ne for rece1v1ng proposa]s at the address .
- below 1s aapn, November.26, -1979. ight (8)
" -copies of the Technical ProposaT and hree z
~ of the Cost Proposal must be subm1tted tO‘f

'Charlene R1vera S '
Language Assessment: Proaect D1rectoro
. InterAmerica; Inc.' S
- ..1500 Wilson Blvd.  Suite 800 o
! Rosslyn, V1rg1n1a 22209 -

a S Ty : o

3._.;3}"%Late Proposals and Mod1f1cat1ons of Proposa]:
‘1a;, any proposa] rece1ved at the off1ce des1gnated 1n
the solicitation after the exact time spec1f1ed

for receipt will not be cons1dered unless 1t is
: rece1ved befOre award is made, and ,

- l)q It was sent by reg1stered or cert1f1ed mail .
. not later than the fifth calendar day prior
~~ to the.date specified for rece1pt of offers '
~ (e.g., an offer submitted in response to a - o
solicitation requiring receipt of offers by the -
26th day of the month must have beend ma11ed

";‘jby the 215t or. ear11er.




2) It was sent by mail (or telegram if-authorized)

’ -and it is determined that the late receipt was - :
due solely to mishandling by InterAmerica after R
receipt;: . - - : ST e

‘3)»1‘It is the'pnlyfprqusaIYfecei?edf

°b. - Any modification of a proboSal-is_subjegt/;;‘the-samé
- conditions-as ‘in (a) of. this provision. It should be
noted though- this does not apply to the normal . Re-
; visions'toipropbs&]s'by_offetorS'se1eCtedgforfdis;v,
-cussions during the usual conduct of negotiationz

| with‘suth.offerors,(those}determjnedfto‘bezwithinf_

. the competitive range), . .-

- 6. Theonly accéptable evidence to establish:- o
. »The date of mailing of a late proposal or modification. .
7 .. sént either by registered mail or certified mail s
. in the U.S. .Postal Service postmark.on both the en~ - FRRREE
- veJope ‘and’ wrapper and-on the driginal -receipt from the - Lo ST
U.S. Postal Service. .'If neither postmark shows-a - S e
'Tegible-date,.the;propasal or.modification of proposal SR

shall be deemed to have been mailed late. (The term -
"postmark" means 8 printed, stamped, .or otherwise e
placed impression exclusive of a postage meter machine B
~ -impression that[iS‘readily-1dent1fiab1e:without,further-.; A
- action as having been supplied and affixed on the . e
. date of the mailing by employees. of the U.S. Postal e
. Service. Thereforeg~offerors,shou1d,reQuest the postal . .. -
~clerk to place a hénd»cahcellatidh,bull'S?gyg'"post-f,f; S
‘mark: ‘on both the receipt and the-envelope -or wrapper,

S d. N&fwithstandjng»(a) and (b) -of this provision a late = - .

' modification of an“otherwiseasupcesSprUproposa]‘which e
makes its terms more favorable will be.considered at S -
any time it is received and may be accepted. .- - .

e. Propbsals may be withdrawn or telegraphic notice re-
ceived at any ‘time prior to award. Proposals may - -

- * be withdrawn in persof by an offeror or his authorized

representative, provided his identjty is made known -

and. he signs a.receipt. for the proposal prior to award. - ‘

@
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L f.n."d ' B, ‘ ProposaT Content , SRS
e e ] Pr0posals should be prepared os1ng the fo]low1ng format
”fﬁ :,,';' S Techn1ca? Proposa1 . N Cost Proposa]
e I Introduct1on/Background . T, Budget o L
Vo - ' II. - Statement of the Problem I
1.« I . Scope of Work/iork Plan. . . goher: ,Ad'"‘"“t‘"at”’e «,
ot v Management/Staff1no Plan o _
e e ey S o LT e )
- . Techn1ca1 Proposal: - e S
;:;; . ’;-_uh' ) 'Introduct1on/Background Th1s sect1on shou1d prov1de a descr1ptton t'h
¢ of the sett1ng in wh1ch the research W111 take pIace and the demo-'~ L
P .:graphy of the area: Th1s shou]d 1nc1ude, but not be 11m1ted A
'?- : to the fol]oWJng: S _..-‘ o - R .«‘;;f~ -
g“f 1. Community language h1story, S 'f e
- S . 2. Descr1pt1on of b111ngua1 program 1n classroom( ) where
;'i- T . research effort 1s expected to take p?ace (Tf app11cab]e); o
Bl L } 3. Pr1nc1pa1 Invest1oator S and/or 1nst1tut1on s experience
N o T worklng with the Community and/or school district where
i ? o o iteig expected the research effort w111 take p]ace (1ff,'
o : app11cab1e),v o
' ff_- S | U = a; Descr1pt1on of any cooperat1ve agreementa‘fhat have
e T ' S been entered into insofar as re,earch swtes are. con-f
) ~ cerned (if’app11cab1e) o =
"}4 . A (h1story of involvemént if simitar type research by thea f.ich'
S 't ‘Principal Investigator and institution: or Pr1nc1pa] -
. O R - Invest1gator 1f not assoc1ated w1th an, Tnstltut1on N
.2“0 | . .. : . ‘4 . . i ) ] . . ‘ X -~ i R .
AA,‘, : RN Statement of the Prob1em. Th1s sect1on should conta1n a _
S o c0mprehenswve review of the 11terature re]ated to the researdh &
t%- S areaCs) and 1ssue(s) to be 1nvest1gated If app11cable,,~r1tten
- LR s "
i B assurance of cooperat1on by the s:te where the proposed ?;a-‘ X
NN o f"_""' 5 oot .
1 i-‘ “'reSearch 15 to take place shOuld be 1nc1uded 3 R




.”-,“Research questfons7or hypotheses deVeTopinQ‘oUt-ofsthe:review
T'of T1terature, and, if app]ucab]e, the fe1t need of research s1te_i
I 'personneT wh1ch w1TT be addressed through the proposed research
.effort shou\d be stated Any methodo]og1ca] 1ssues or probTems
-'f wh1ch may affect the research and. the proposed soTut1on shou]d , :
':f be 1nc1uded | ) '

, B8

o

'fScooe of work/work PTah The f1rst part of th1s sect141 should

1 _succ1nct1y present the a1ms methods and expected resuTta of ;f':a.w B

v B

'f'v the proposed research

>The second part of th1s sect1on shoqu conta1n a prec1se,‘uf” :

‘deta11ed sequent1a1 set of tasks to be performed 1n order to

-q Aa

"vcoTTectaand anaTyze the 1nformat1on reTated to the research

. Q.‘

_ 1ssues under 1nVest1gat1on and to report the f1nd1ngs

. The th1rd part of th1s section shoqu conta1n a deta11ed

e descr1pt1on of how each of the tasks w111 be achaeved

FoTTow1ng are a few po1nts to cons1der in prepar1ng th1s

'.;por£1on of the proposaT

There should be a cTear and 1og1ca1 reTat1onsh1p
.among: {a).the basic idea of the research- proposaT

(b)) its specific aims, (c) the stated Just1f1cat1ons ,
or Felt need for the project, and (d).1lines: of. - -
11nkaoe to ex1st1ng pract1ces or theory., S

2. The samp11ng pTans used controT ‘of reTevant var1ab1es, .
-*  .and general research des1gn ‘should yield believable .
“ 7 results (criteria will differ for ethnograph1c and, ex-,-“

per1menta1 stud1es) o R

The proposaT shoqu 1nd1cate whether or not the approach

bean proposed offers anything that might be new or - ~

that clearly warrants support for tryout, or consti-

“tutes a s1gn1f1cant contr1but1on to existing: knowledge .
5 or pract1ce : o _




R R  ';Potehtiaf;PrQ54§ms-énd}prdpdsédimégné‘bffi_-'f o
L dea]ing;with‘them‘shou1¢ be describgd'in detail.,

5. . The'proposal should provide adequate provisions ;

. ' fqr,maintainingfcommuni;ationsiwith\lnterAmenica .
. and other projects, funded under this solicitation. *
~.”Included.3h0u1dibesprcvisions~for.appropriate,andu1{~i

~ timely reports. - Lot

6.~ Awareness of the need to disseminate'findings
~ . through a variety of means, including via -~ -
. "the training program to be operated by Inter- A
- America concurrently with the research effort, - - =~
‘should be addressed. ~ . -~ .- T

7. The proposal should address the receptjvity of the -
-~ .researchers and others involved in-the research to -
- sharing and coordinzting their findings with other
C -researchaprojects.funded-under‘this.solicftationg';-' AN
- A mechanism for external-evaluation of the résearch - - -
- should also be provided. = . o oL e
8. Define the research design in terms of the relevance -
* 0of the results for potential uses and users; keep . . .
in mind possible replicability by trained school - '
" personnel, - U S

el ~ Develop a final report that can be diéseminéfed}g

’!Staffing/Managemenﬁ~é15h: ;Thiéfsétﬁidh“othhé;pfopésa1}sth1df  B
| —.'HeEEribelﬁhedualificafidné‘bf’the personnel who will be . %
. é§si§ned;f6f-diréé%'waffqnlthfs réSearChieffdrt.’;infofmétidﬁ_'

" is required which will show»théfébmbogitédniéfjtheftotaljf,'j’j," ” -
"persdnnel~effbrfs;}gepéréi~gugiifi¢atioﬁsgjaﬁd;récgnt‘e*ﬁériéhéé? i, f"
k,Q}th;§jm{1ab'heéeaﬁch;effbﬁt. 5Speci§j.éfténffbh.sﬁouidibe _?1 ,‘.w

o given to the re5ear¢ﬁ duéiificéti@ns Of{theﬂPr%néipAI‘InQQStjgétdr;j;v; '
«fRésUmesrqffprdpogédfstaffﬂwh?éh:indicaﬁé equcainn; backéroﬁhd; ;*1"‘.
: :receht exp;riéhce a%zSpecific.fesgarchorteéhnica1accomp]ishﬁents‘

-~ siould also be includéd. If they have not been identified,.a o

-

g«_aetAiled_statement'of;requ{kednquAJifications1and§faskjfespdnSibiIities"




o

S

-y

=g

. : . . IR I .
. i L)

*:must be'giVen It should be noted that qua11f1cat1ons of»proposed

staff w111 we1gh substant1a11y xn the evaluat1on of. proposals

. -Other- personne1 1nvo]ved W1th the research effort, as consultants

or through 1n-k1nd arrangements w1th 1nst1tutlons should also be

;f1dent1f1ed and the extent of the1r 1nvo]vement 1nd1cated Summar1es

of qua11f*cat1ons or resumes for these persons shou]d also be

‘subm1tted w1th the proposa1 If they have not been 1dent1f1ed

' _a specific 1nd1cat1on of requwred qua11f1cat1ons and task respon- RN

) ;gs1b111t1es should be g1ven.

- This sect1on shouId also 1nd1cate in. chart and/or descript1ve
"form how the var1ous act1v1t1es W111 be coord1nated so as to

' idemonstrate an awareness of organ1zat1ona1 1nf1uences on proJect | e

1mp1ementat10n and control The proposal shou]d 1nd1cate the

.”percentage of t1me that each person will spend on the project.~
'Respondents should also 1nd1cate how- the1r schedules c0rres- ,' -
: pond W1th the schedu1es of the schoo]s or schoo1 d1str1cts 1n- -

. vo]ved, if appTxcable‘ -

If not prov1ded eIsewhere, respondents shou1d descr1be current

-or prev1ous reLgted grants or contracts from wh1ch the Pr1nc1pa1
Invest1gator and/or 1nst1tut1ons have drawn or ar° now draw1ng
‘ support Ident1fy program by t1t1e and- 1nd1cate the agency or } G

» organ1zat1on who supported or 1s support1ng the work and the

. 1eve§ of f1nanc1a1 support g1ven




= | ] + ,, .' - V'..-r':”;
o T 'Descr1be other support be1ng receﬂved or app11ed for to support ._fi
;;f: . the same or re]ated research 1nvolv1ng the personne1 who w111 d**;~
iff .?_be conduct1ng the act1v1t1es of thws research effort .
~ ',\'._h _Other considerationS;forvthis'sectionrmaﬁyinc]udeﬁi N
o~ I P Un1que arrangements which no one or. ver y few persons,
N . @r organizations. are Tikely to have which is man- -
; 5j el e . datory for: effect1ve1y carry1ng out this - research
‘}{T‘V" fi— o 'g2 Equ1pment and unusua1 operatang procedures estab]1shed
Lo ERR 4 to protect personne] from hazards assoc1ated w1th thTs'
| ' ‘ L proJect : _ . , . .
f E;f~4 T f~. - °3.f Other facters you fee1 are 1mportant;to subportVyourl""-" o
B s " : proposed research o e e ;
5'£;1' T Performance and de11very schedu]es wh1ch 1nd1cate expected ”"7“,*. SR
7{7' o d‘ performance and de11very t1me—11nes should be 1nc1uded Schedu1es
| :'11"° " 'fshould be shown 1n terms of calendar weeks or months from the | )
?}v-»' | effective date of the grant. Schedu]es shou]d be such that T
,‘?f" T they can be used for 1nterna1 or external mon1tor1ng of the
f*_'_ o proJect progress De]1very schedules for reports W111 be as
j@“-) AR fo1lows ’; e e U ;» mf," _.;71h4'g}g f:.; SR
lia o T . -Progress Reports (every 3 months after award of SR _"1:*“s*f'
R o . - research project). Ten (10) copies, of the report S S
L o S sha}] be provxded to the proJect off1cer, e
R S - Final Reports (1 month after term1n1at1on of
o - . - research project).. The contractar shall pro- & C
SO o .vide a camera-ready . copy, plus ten (10) .- - REEEEEE I .
3 T copies of a final, edited.proofread report I
L S . following an approved format.: Gu1de11nes w111 oo S
f3\ R ‘._;j,]; - be prov1ded to funded researchers, Lo e e
L Y “An abstract of no more than 250 words sha11 a1so be - IR
T e " provided with each Progress Report as well as w1th ‘ :
.1;4 T the F1na1 Report_. . : , R

L3

RV




" Some additional points to consider when completing this "section .

include: * | |
1. Indicatian of the fact that key project-péfsonne]
. Will devote adequate t{he and energy on the project.
2. If ina school, demonstrate that this is in fgqﬁ.apﬁr6ved' / R
by appropriate‘offﬁciEIS. SR . T

* Provide evidence that there is adequate . involvement .
and 'support offered by ‘the administrator and es- = -

- pecially middle-level administrators- and others who -
have the pOWe: to facilitate or impede the project.

“The:experiéhte,and achievement of the key ﬁefsdnné]‘should.

indicate their capabilities in relation to the nature
of the research effort proposed. = . . .

i

| ._CBsthropd;aT;

‘Budget -

: This_section of thgupropQSal‘should contain a listing =

of all direct and-indirect costs dss ciated with -~ .~
-the research project. i o S :

< v DTN

Ihe'ofﬁérbr, as a minimu@ must submit cost proposals
fully supported by ¢ost and' pricing data adequate to .
establish the reasonableness of the -proposed amount..
Inadditiong . - 0 L
a ~ The cost for individual eTemehté,”suchﬁaB\n
© apalytical studies, reports, etc., shall.
be itemized; ' ' > T .
The estimated cost of each'phase_ortgegmgnt
of the-offeréd.performance shall be itemized;

[
&




_ABreakdown of d1rect labor cost shall be :
. estimated by major functional areas 1nclud1ng
number of person hours and applicable actual
or.average hourly rates, overhead rate,

. and support1ng schedules, L

Breakdown of cost of. mater1als shall be .
segregated into purchases, subcontracted
1tems, and other items; :

' Travel estimates should be supported by
~breakdown including dest1natlon durat1on, :
.purpose, and eost'" .

| Consultants should be l1sted separately, .
include a complete breakdown of days rates,vr-
and other 1tem5' L

;Ind1rect cost rates (fr1nge benef1ts, over-»
- head, general administration): ‘If your
- Institution does not have approved tederal
- . 'Government Indirect Cost Rate, include an
‘explapation and support1ng calculat1ons of
oroposed rates

. . o - Lo
v : - N R : e
LI

’

- The follow1ng page conta1ns an 1llustra+1on of the budgetoformat
"V_to be used “for each phase of the proposed oro1ect under th1s soll--»
'.‘;7c1tatton A phase 1mpl1es stages of ach1evement w1th1n the total proJect
iFor example. phase I may end with the completion of the preparat10n for

field test1ng aften the f1rst three months of prdaect implementatwon.

A consohdated budget\fould be 1ncluded wh1ch sumnarvzes total costs

fby budget category for each proposed phase of the proJect




" SAMPLE BUDGET

.Phase I -

D1rect Labor ._ T - Hours | o ﬁate R Cost

' .Pr1nc1p1e Invest1gator L 100 | ,   . 8.00 . - . -800

-Research ‘Asst. -~ - : 20 4,00 - - 800 - .

Cler1ca1 Support - i 100 o .4, 00 - v.4oo _400 PR
Total Salaries . 400 . . 2,000

\' Fr1nge Benef1ts 15% o -_n": PR _..'.t'“ «300

Tota] Labor B . e R 2300

| Trave] f--"-, : - ':}' o o _ o
_:zno m11es @ 18. 5/m11e '¢ f'_ S .‘1" R f c ',4fﬁ3}x' .
e 'Park1ng - 20 tr1ps x $1. 00 | _: S (R

-

Other'Direct'posts-‘ | . B B
~~Reproduction --1500 .pages @ .05/page - I s
‘Téiephone.--lz months @ $20.00 / month ¢ EEA 280

Total D1rect Cosfs o _ .o - SR R o
Overhead 50% of Sa1ar1es e | oo, 1,000 )
Fee 7% Lo s ; Sl . x . IR ’ ,n : 336 2 .

e - \,' ’ . . . ’ . o L -v ST » ) ) e

Total . L L 3,929

2. . Othef Adminiétrétivé~0aia :

. v . The proposal sha]] conta1n a sxatement to the
. o  effect that it is a firm offer for,a period of.
> ' v at least 60 ddys from the date of 1ece1pt

: _thereof by InterAmer1ca Research Assoc1ates, Inc

1 b.  The: proposaT sha11 11st the names, twtles, and

- tetephone numbers of persons author1zed to conduct
. negot1at1ons C : S A




V. - Review Prooessf o - - . S P

" The fo11ow1ng criteria sha11 be used 1n Proposa1 eva1uat1on W1th each
cr1ter1on we1ghted as 1nd1cated The proposal for the bas1c scope of work

W111 be eva1uated 1n accordance w1th the Eva1uat1on Cr1ter1a

A.‘

B.

-’

".[

| 1.' ‘S1gn1f1cance of proposed research, 1nc1ud1ng 1mportance of the;

-,' . . &,

Al

" Quality of Research Plans o PR . f

topic in terms of basic knowledge or problems in language pro- o
ficiency assessment, and including the Tikely magnitude of the 7
contribution that w111 be made to knowledge if the praject is -
" successful. L. ' . . .2 points -
2. Quality of. the proposed research study, 1nc1uding the fo]1ow1ng
~concerns: _ | o s
A a.h thoroughﬁess and soundness of the rat1ona1e in terms of
- the anajysis of.re1evant issues and prev1ous research.

- b. _appropr1ateness of de51gn, methodo1ogy, .and ana1yt1c strateg1es,‘

: Ac. appropr1ate use of.the methods or perspect1ves of a variety.
-~ of research d1sc1p11nes, . ' -

d. appropr1ate collaboration w1th educat1ona1 pract1c1oners,
©.community members, or other 1nd1v1dua1s work1ng or 11v1ng
fv1n research sites;

T1ke11hood of success of the’ proaect R 30 points:

‘ Personge1

1; Qua11ty and relevance of tra1n1ng and pr1or resegrch exper1ence,
1

2. Appropriateness of the mix of the d1sc1p11nary{backgrounds

of the personne1 IR o 20 po1nts
fC.'Q Management and procedures I j "- ' ‘i S y gﬁl .
1. C1ar1ty and eff1c1ency of p1ans for progect o | ’
management; - - o o ‘ - 10 points: .
2. Adequacy of support fac111t1es, a‘*v _'t - j S'pointsv‘d: o
N3 Cost effect1veness. T .., R BT points

W 0
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' .-focus1ng on regional var1et1es (d1a1ects) is not eligible for fund1ng under th1s

Sol1c1tat1on for Proposals
in Assessing the. Language Erof1c1ency of
B111ngua1 Persons e .

N ) o

Overview '
Proposa1s are being sought for fundamenta1 research proaects on issues .

?assoc1ated with the assessment of 1anguage prof1c1ency of students from second

language backgrounds be1ng served in b111ngua1 educat1on _programs. The research,»
_under th1s so?1c1tat1on, w111 cons1st of a compet1t1ve program.deS1gned to support

"a number of re}at1ve1y-sma11 basic research proJects in four areas. The»areas and

|

Q

- the issues to be addressed through responses to th1s so11c1tat1on are

e Cogn1t1ve abilities and prof1c1ency in. a first and -:i..x,uf DR
- } second 1anguage, : - S

S Sett1ng and prof1c1ency in a f?rSt and second 1anguage,:ﬂ -

R Competence 1n c1assroom commun1cat1on, T ’ S e

Methods for assess1ng 1anguage prof1c1ency in a f1rst ,
and second 1anguage. : ‘

The second of two one-year fund1ng cycles w111 beg1n in the fa11 of 1980 , .

, for research on the language proficiency of b411ngua1 students from p_eschoo? through

_h1gh schoo1 A b111ngua] here is def1ned 1n a broad sense as referr1ng to a student

L

who 11ves ina two-1anguage env1ronment regard1ess of hOW'we11 he or she speaks the ‘~7ﬂ.

A}

"non-nat1ve 1anguage. This def1n1t1on should not be construed to 1nc1ude d1fferéng

var1et1es of the same Tanguage, no matter how d15t1nct they may be. Thus research

soT1c1tat1on. Research . stud1es focused on adu1t commun1cat1ve competehgiiare a1so gk

1ne11g1b1e for fund1ng ‘through th1s so11c1tat1on.v It shou1d be noted tha research

Y

~Which focuses on b111ngua1 students from a var1ety of ethnzc and cu1tura1 backgrounds -”_f

is- stroneg encouraged . The spec1f1c deta11s of the research that W111 be-funded are .i,'

o found on page S ent1t1ed El1g1b1e Research.




Proposals will be’funded~on a one-year basis on1y ApproximateTy'$200 000 ‘ ,
iS‘availab1e for this effort. It is the 1ntent1on of InterAmer1ca Research f%s
Assoc1ates to support a sma11 number of qua11ty research proaects. It is A'*s?]u‘
estimated that 6-10 proJects may be funded under this so11c1tat1on OffergrS' ”>A2ﬁ
: shou1d take these cons1derat1ons into account-in develop1ng their proposals. A
In coordinat1on W1th the research a program/of profess1ona1 deve1opment o
organtzed by InterAmer1ca Research Assoc1ates will be ongo1ng. It will involve
 the familiarization of a small group of teachers\with new, research-based S

approaches. to assessment and will incTude’ 1anguage prof1c1ency research con-f |
ducted as a resu1t of this so11c1tat1on. Through the tra1n1ng program teacherg
will be ass1sted in 1nterpret1ng and applying th1s accumu1ated research know1ed§e, |
through workshops, seminars, and gu1ded research. o | R ) f; .

SIt is'anticipated that some of the‘researchers.wf11 participate as trainers
in the teacher. tra1n1ng effort associated w1th this contract. In addit1on, funded
researchers w111 be funded to part1c1pate in a three day c0nference. To sha#e
f1nd1mgs, provide feedback to each other and to critically review the resu1és of

the research InterAmer1ca will budget funds separate1y for the conference and

the teacher tra1n1ng act1v1t1es, they need not be addressed in e1ther the Techn1ca]
or Cost Proposals . iA : :

' Statement of Need Present efforts to prov1de schoo11ng to students from hon-Eng11sh

1anguage backgrounds suffer. Students are often m1sd1agnosed or m1sp1aced as a

| result of inadequate measures of 1anguage prof1c1ency F0r this reason educators and
Aprogram adm1n1strators need to have more accurate measures of students prof1c1ency
'1n their home 1anguage and in Eng11sh in order to design and.provide more appropr1ate
schoo]1hg. Existing measures of 1anguage prof1c1ency are often restrlcted to forma1

‘ tests which. tap on1y a narrow range of grammatical, phono]og1ca1 and }ex1ca1 know1edge..tn

They g1ve little 1nd1cat10n of how we11 and how successfu11y the student may actua11y




v

use language in a range of social sett1ngs (e. g., in schoo], at home, among h1s or’

her peers, or in the commun1ty at large). Further, Tittle is known about how scores

on these tests re]ate to commun1cat1ve competence. .In addition, the tests may fa11

“to prOV1de 1nformat1on that is of use to the teacher for 1nstruct1ona1 p]anning, ,1
because the sk1]]s measured by the tests-(e g.y phono]og1ca1 d1fferences) may differ
from the skills that are 1mportant for ]earning effectively.in the c]assroom

(e.g., ab111ty to comprehend a read1ng passage) F1na11y, s1nce ex1st1ng tests of |
- Tanguage prof1c1ency often confound 11nQU1st1c sk1lls w1th underly1ng cogn1t1ve

skills such as memory, prob]em so]ving, or creat1ve think1ng, ways are needed (1f
poss1b1e) to d1st1ngu1sh ‘these in order to obta1n an 1ndependent assessment of Ianguage ‘
'prof1c1ency, or-at least to determ1ne the re]at1onsh1p between ]1ngu1stic and cogn1t1ve
-deve]opment. As a practical goa] of language assessment, teachers need to be able to -
- re]ate students' 1anguage prof1c1ency to the k1nds and 1evels of prof1c1ency requ1red -
for effect1ve participation in the1r c]assrooms, and they need to know how to carry
‘out such as assessment rea11st1ca11y and 1nterpret its resu]ts in mean1ngfu1 ‘ways. -

-

~0bjective of the Research Effort. Because o) 11tt1e 1s known about fundamenta]

factors affecting communicative competence, and " the interaction of prof1c1ency in

two 1anguages w1th prof1c1ency in each 1anguage and W1th other cogn1t1ve and soc1a1
factors, proposals on a broad.array-of basic research top1cs are con51dered appro- ‘

. pr1ate for fundlng under th1s so]1c1tat1on. “_ o | |

_ Basic research is sought whlch will better enable educators: and scho]ars

.. to measure 1anguage prof1c1ency 1n both Eng11sh and in a student’ s nat1ve or home |
Tanguage ina manner that 1s sens1t1ve to the rapge of the student s (pre-school
through high schoo]) communIcatiVe and cogn1t1ve?competence, and that is- educat10na11y

\

usefu] The specific obJect1ve of the research is to study character1st1cs of students

g 1anguage competence/prof1c1ency 1n a var1ety of natura1 commun1cat1on s1tuat1ons, as

a foundat1on for deve]op1ng better theor1es and’ wOrk1ng not1ons of 1anguage prof1c1ency, -

97




- and/or communicativefcompetence, and in turn, for developing‘effectivé techniques'
| for_measuring language proficiency of~students whose native:or home 1anguage~is other"
~ than English. | | - - o

| Since research on’ 1anguage prof1c1ency/commun1cat1ve competence has in recent‘

'years been pursued somewhat 1ndependent1y in a number of d1sparate fields, including

soc1ology, anthropology, 11ngu1st1cs, psycho]ogy, educat10n, and speech commun1cat1on,

-th1s solicitation seeks pr0posals from a broad range of d1sc1p11nes. It espec1a11y

'b encourages research strateg1es from fields such as ethnography of commun1cat1on, :

psychometrics, survey soc1o1ogy, soc1o]1ngu1st1c analysis of d1scourse var1ab1es, r

deve]opmenta] psycholinguistics, and cross-cultura] soc1a11zat1on. -

4
o

3

Definition of Terms. The concept of commun1cat1ve competence, developed by Hymes, is

critical to 1anguage/prof1c1ency research It dea]s with the soc1a1 and cu1tura1
knowledge an individual is assumed to have to enable him or her to use and. interpret
11ngu1st1c forms (oral and written) appropr1ate1y 1n g1ven contexts‘

Language prof1c1ency, as used herein, refers to the fluency and accuracy W1th
which an 1ndiv1dua1 man1pu1ates 1anguage sk1lls for commun1cat1ve purposes in the
recept1ve and express1ve areas.. I't thus forms part of communicat1ve competence and
is to be understood as 1nc1ud1n§ both receptive and. product1ve sk111s 1n both ora]

- ahd wr1tten 1anduage modes. ‘ o

From th1s perspect1Ve, assessment of commun1cat1ve competence addresses the

question: How approoriately does an 1nd1v1dua1 1nterpret/respond to and transmit
meaningfu] messages in a range'of~specified contexts’ It encompasses . both non-verba]i'
;hbehav1or and cultural know]edge 1n add1t1on to 11ngu1st1c/commun1cat1ve knowledge._
'Assessment of 1anguage prof1c1ency addresses the quest1on. As measured on a defined
‘cont1nuum, how well does a person use one or more 1anguages, 1nc1ud1ng speak1ng,
understapdlng, read1ng, and wr1t1ng7 Whlle it is not possible to estab11sh an

'absolute d1st1nct1on between the notions of 1anguage profIC1ency and commun1cat1ve |

;,:'-._ * - _v~.9‘8j




competence, the understand1ng here is that the term language prof1c1ency is subsumed

within the broader concept of commun1cat1ve competence.

A

- E1igib1evResearch‘ 'The areas'e1igib1e for research are described'belou; Possfb1e
Aresearch quest1ons are offered as examp1es and should not be construed as 11m1t1ng
a researcher S creat1v1ty in respond1ng to the 1s5ues. o '
1. Cogn1t1ve abilities and, proficiency in a first. and second 1anguage.

*  What is the relationship between cogn1t1ve ab111t1es and
‘language proficiency? Do d1fferent Tevels of bh11ngua1 BEERE I
~proficiency effect cogn1t1ve abilities? ’

. What cogn1t1ve demands are 1mp11c1t in 1nstruct1ona1 tasks
which affect the types of 1anguage prof1c1enc1es that
appear to be .involved in- perform1ng these tasks?

- R Are part1cu1ar levels or types of cogn1t1ve deve1opment
' ‘necessary for the acquisitign of a. second 1anguage7 '

~*  How can cognit1ve demands, such as memory or prob1em
'so1v1ng, be d1sentangled from 11ngu1st1c demands’

Research;n1ght include, but is not restricted to, assoc1at1ona1 stud1es,
cross-sect1ona1 studies across age spans or between cr1t1ca1 trans1t1ons (e.g.,“:

from chi1dhood'fo'ado1escence)"or'task ana1ysis of the linguistic and cognitive -

£ 4

-

demands of 1nstruct1ona1 act1v1t1es.

2. Sett1ng and prof1c1ency 1n a f1rst and second 1anguage

En

- * . In what situations does commun1cat1on take place, and T
how can particular situations determ1ne or constra1n : |
1anguage use? '

* | What are var1at1ons in 1anguage usage by students across
d1fferent settings or S1tuat1ons7- ‘

N . How do contextual var}at1ons_1n language use affect
measurement and, interpretation of proficiency?




* - How do school. re1event prof1c1e\cies affect'non-schoo]
's1tuat1ons7 .-

. How can soc1o—cu1tura1 determ1nants of appropr1ate

"Ianguage behavior be controlled for or exp]o1ted in

assessment pract1ces’ ' a < '
Research,strateg1es might 1nc1ude, But are not restr1cted to, case stud1es

'iof 1nd1v1dua1 students, natura11stic/observat1on of language use in various contexts _

in and out of schoal, or'contrastjve studies of the findings of different assessment
strategfes, - | | R - o
3.. Competence in c1assroom commun1cat1on. o

*.  What are typ1ca1 commun1cat1on demands (ora1 and wr1tten)
"~ in both En911sh and- native languages. that are. p]aced on -
students in b111ngua1 c1assrooms7

*  What are the ways in which students of varying, deg reé of \\
. En911sh and native language prof1c1ency cope :\th\
- communication demands 1n b111ngua1 c1assrooms? » —sn{5:

* >What are the effects of teacher language prof1c1enc1es
on classroom corrmumcatlon characteristics?

]

¢ How does the social structure of the c1assroom affect : '/_vséjf#_
‘_the way 1n WhICh children use one or two 1anguages?

Research m1ght cap1ta11ze on, but is not restr1cted to, ethnograph1c methods
of observ1ng 1anguage use in a part1cu1ar context, on other methods for record1ng
. and analyzing natural behav1or (1nc1ud1ng 1anguage), or on more trad1t1ona1 methods
for studying communication. | A

4. Methogs for assess1ng prof1c1ency in.a f1rst and second 1anguage

L How does knowIedge that 1anguage use var1es across
:d1fferent contexts provide understand1ng of the | | o
‘ re]ationship between results obta1ned on object1ve o .
N :' ;language assessment measures (1. e., standard1zed B | o
and/or cr1ter10n referenced tests) and ethnograph1c S
data’ : '




* .lIn What way can:]anguage assessment procedures be |
structured s as to fntegrate ethnograph1c data and i

/. . cr1ter1on-referenced and- norm-referenced test resu]ts’

A variety of d1sc1p11nes and m1xtures of research methods can and shou]d be ::;'
drawn Lpon in 1nvest1gat1ng any of the above top1cs (e. g., natura]ust1c observat1on,
trad171ona1 psychometrics, soc1o]1ngu1st1c ana]ys1s, etc.). |

Although 1t is not absolute]y requ1red, in order for the results of th1s
resealch to have maximum use in 1mprov1ng c]assroom assessment pract1ces, proposa]s}

| ShOU]dﬁ to the greatest extent poss1b]e, be structured to address research quest1ons ~

. wh1ch d1rect1y affect b1]1nqua1 c]assroom pract1ces. Where relevant, orOposa]s :

e
should ref]ect an awareness of. classroom rea]it1es, the needs fac1ng teachers, and.

the constraints and OPportun1t1es affect1ng the c]assroom s1tuat1on _ ‘f'ﬂ;"

- ’ . . ; L P

]

’, Gufde]ines for the Preparation of Propcsals -

S

N

' E]1g1b]e Ofrerors.? A -proposal is genera]]y prepared by the pr1nc1pa1 1nvest1gator o

Von whose behalf it is submi tted. Proposa]s may be. submitted by academ1c 1nst1tut1ons,a:'
non-profit -and prof1t mak1ng organ1zat1ons, state educat1on agenc1es (SEA* )s local
7\\ducat1on agencies or a comb1nat1on thereof Proposa]s fromagraduate students and

e

.unaff1]1ated 1nvestagators may also be subm1tted ,mkrmﬁppﬁ;pn,md&.%%, ; f,ffk ,g@;w

App]ication'Procedures. ‘Research Proposa]s shquld be in two parts - a Techn1ca1 Droposa?

: andwa—eost Propcsa] ‘Each of the parts must be separate and comp1ete in 1tse]f s0 that_~
| eva]uat1on 'of one may be accomp]1shed 1ndependent]y of and concurrently with eva]uatnonp
of the other.. — .

The Head]{ne_for receiving propcsa]slis noon, July 14, 1980. Eight (8) copies -

‘. of the Technica]uProposa].and three (3) copies of the Cost Proposal.shou1d be'submitted‘




to: I | S T

. _Charlene Rivera '
Language Assessment Project D1rect0r
- InterAmerica Research Associates
. . 1555 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 600
o - Ross]yn, Virginia - - . = 22209

Any proposa] rece1ved at the off1ce de51gnated in the so]1g1tat1on after the
exact time spec1f1ed for receipt w111 not be cons1dered unless 1t is rece1ved before
: award is made, and , ' : . |
| * it was sent by registered or’certffjed mail not later
than the fifth calendar day prior to*the date speci-
« fied for receipt of offers (e.g., an offer submitted
in response to a solicitation requiring receipt of
offers by the 26th day of the month must have been
ma11ed by the 21st or ear11er), ‘
. 1t was sent by mail or te]egram or other guaranteed

courier service and 1t is determined that ‘the Tate
) receipt was due solely to mishandling by InterAmer1ta
® A Research Assoc1ates after rece1pt .

. it is the.onTy proposa] received.

Any Proposai modificationssubmftted'afterfsubmiSsion toTInterAmerica is
~subject to the same‘conditionsbas'described above. . It shou]drbe noted however that '
~ this does not appTy to the norma] reVISions to proposa]s by offerors se]ected for
d1scuss1ons dur1ng the usual. conduct of negotiations w1th such offerors (thQSe |
determ1ned to be wwthln ‘the compet1t1ve range)

The on]y acCeptable edeence to establish qhe date of ma111ng of a 1ate

. proposal or modification sent ‘either by reg1stered ma11 or cert1f1ed ma11 1s in the
postmark on both the enve]ope and wrapper and on the origina] rece1pt from the U S. -

Posta] Serv1ce or other approprlate courler service (such as Federa] Express).

| ne1ther postmark shows a 1eg1b1e date, the proposa] or mod1f1cat1on of proposa] sha]]'d"

- . ' ‘
be deemed_to,have»been ma11ed.]ate The term "postmark" means a pr1nted stamped, or‘ :

v




otherw1se placed 1mpress1on echus1ve of a postage meter mach1ne impression that is -
read11y 1dent1f1ab1e w1thout further act1on as hav1ng been supp11ed and aff1xed on
.,the date of the ma111ng Therefore, offerors should request the postal clerk or |
_other cour1er serv1ce to p]ace the date sent on both the rece1pt and .on the enve]ope .
or wrapper. | '
" Proposals may be w1thdrawn upon rece1pt of a telegram or 1n person by an

offeror or his/her author1zed representat1ve, provided his/her 1dent1ty is made :

known and he/she~s1gns a rece1pt for the proposal pr1or to award

9

~ The TechnicaTZProposale A research proposal consists of the components,described_]

below in the*order Tisted. Pages shoqu-be~typed on one sideaonly, double spaced,~ )

numbered consecutively at the bottom, with a'one-inch margdn'at the top. Each copy S

' of a proposal should be stapled in the upper left-hand corner but.otherwise unbound;h .

LE1ght (8) cop1es are requ1red at least one of wh1ch must be s1gned by the pr1nC1pa1

1nvest1gator and by an official. author1zed to comm1t the subm1tt1ng 1nst1tut1on (1fv
there is: one) to the c0nduct of the proaect and to the managerent of funds. @ny 's
reprints or other mater1a1s to be cons1dered w1th the proposa] should also be |
furn1shed in sets and attached to the 1nd1V1dua1 cop1es of the proposal.

. Title Page,~ The title page should conta1n the names of the Pr1nc1pa1
Invest1gator(s) and the 1nst1tutlona1 aff111at1on and author1zed negotiator - (1f

app11cab1e) The title of the proposed research should be- accurate and descr1pt1ve;

Table of Contents. The major elements and subelements of the proposa]
shou]d be listed with their page—numbers. o

_ProJect'Abstract. ‘A summary»of the proposed researCh suitab]e-for publicatfon)_

s required This abstract, about 250 words in length W111 be the basis for .
pub11cat1on of 1nfﬂhnat1on about ‘the proJect 1f an award is made. The phra51ng of }
g ' |

the abstract should av01d f1rst person pronouns, and be 1nformative to Other

: . ‘T | S : . . . g : ) .. ~1~03




.

vprofeSsionaIS'in the'same or'reiated fieids It shouid 1nc1ude a statement of the :

.jresearch obaectives, the technicai methods to be emp1oyed, and the 51gn1ficance of -

“the proposed research.

Descriptionvof the Proposed Research. Technicatl Proposais should be pre-

paredvusjng the fo]iowing format. It should not eXceed~30,doub1e-spaced pages inlil

~Tength. | ,
) . Introduction[Background. The introdoction/background should proei
vide an overview»of the proposed project, and should indicate A
generaiiy the popuiation and issues to be studied
SCOpe of Work A description of the setting and the demography
 of the area in which the research wi11 take p1ace should be g
: provided It shouid include, 1nsofar as the information is -
relevant, the fo]iowing
* community ianguage history;
* 'description of biiinguai program ciassroom(s)
where research effort is expected to take piace
. (if appiicabie), ~
- . Principai investigator S and/or 1nstitution S eng
”' 'perience working with the community and/or school
S district where it is expected the research effort
will take piace (where appropriate to the proposa]);'
i 'description of any cooperative agreements that have
‘been entered into insofar as research sites are
" concerned (1f appiicabie), | o
* ,history of invelvement 1n simiiar-type research by |
_ the Principai Investigator o | T
"\{ The first part Of’th1S section shouid 1nc1ude a description of the
- .\ . proposed‘samp]ing plan, if appiicabie. Reievant variab]es and.a

P ﬁ'
o '3
.




B

plan for the1r contro] shouId be descr1bed Th1s component of the .

- proposal shou]d 1nc1ude a deta11ed def1n1t1on of 1ndependent and

. dependent var1ab1es and the1r re]at1onsh1p to one another.

g

:In'addition, this section shou1d succintIy present the conceptual*

| framework, hypotheses, a1ms, methods, and expected resu]ts of ‘the

proposed research There shou]d be a cledr and 1og1ca1 re]at1onsh1p

among: (a) the bas1c 1dea of the research proposal, (b) its spec1f1cf

:a1ms, (c) 1ts methodo]ogy, (d) the stated Just1f1cat1ons or feIt need

~ “for -the proaect and (e) 11nes of linkage to ex1st1ng pract1ces or theory.)

ok o
o

The proposaT shou]d.indicate whether or not the=approach being:

" proposed offers anyth1ng that m1ght be new or that c1ear1y

warrants support for tryout, or const1tutes a s1gn1f1cant

contr1but1on to ex1st1ng know]edge or pract1ce. ,‘

There should be a clear and logical relationship‘among the meth-_

od]ogy 1dent1f1ed for. study1ng the proposed research quest1on and,"

“ the research design.. There shou]d be a descr1pt1on of. the reTe-

vance of the results for_potent1a1 uses and users keeping 1n'

mindipoSsibie’replicabiIity by trainéd schoo] personnel.' | |
-,- . | s | )

The second part of this section should contain a preciSe,'detai1ed

sequent1a1 set of tasks to be performed in order to co]]ect and

ana1yze the 1nformat1on re1ated to the research 1ssues under in-

. vestjgat1on_and to report the.f1nd1ngs. _Tasks.shou1d‘be Just1f1ed

individually and together so as to demonstrate a clear and logical




|
-
T

LS

.-Z‘\s\f(:nechanism for external evaluation of the"research‘shou1d .

—

'reTationship.to the'propQSed project:purpose. . - }“'V SR
. PotentialvprobTems'and'proposed:means of deal¥ing with .

- them should be descrtbedhtn detail. In this regard, a

also be provided, . . C | . _,;a o ! i_ .- ,(f
* The proposal shoqu provfde adequate,provisions:for\haﬁn-'f :
taining communications_hith Interhmerica'and other projects
.funded'under thiS'soTicitation Inc1uded shou1d be prov1s1ons v.;d
for short~month1y and quarter1y reports wh1ch document the ‘
‘,_research_1n progress. The plan for develop1ng the.fjnal report
‘should be delineated. o | |
e The researchers should demonstrate awareness of thevneed to' Coe e
d1ssem1nate findings through a var1ety of means. Researchers
- may be asked to share their f1nd1ngs w1th the Language Prof1c1ency
- Teacher Tra1n1ng Program operated by InterAmer1ca concurrently
'w1th the research effort.. -
* The proposaﬂ shou1d address the receptiVity of'the researchers o
‘ and others 1nvolved in the research to sharlng and coord1nat1ng | ‘

. thelr f1nd1ngs WIth other research proJects funded under th1s

salicithtion.

Staffing/Management~P1an Thls sectlon of the proposa1 shou1d N

C will show the compos1t1on of the tota1 proposed personne1 the1r ':"
' general qua11f1cat1ons, and recent exper1ence W1th S1m11ar research

- efforts. Spec1a1 attentton shou1d be g1ven to the research qua]-

descr1be the qua11?icat1ons of the personnel who W111 be’ direct1y

1nvolved in the research effort Informat1on is requ1red wh1ch




» ,1f1cat1ons of the Pr1nc1pa1 Invest1gator\*3Resumes of the proposed//
v'staff which 1nd1cate educat1ona} background recent exper1ence dnd
.dT;, o | speC1f1c research or techn1ca1 accomp11shments shoqu also be in- "': . |
ST 3,‘dc1uded ‘I the staff have not been 1dent1f1ed, a deta11ed/\éatemenf"" Sl
of requ1red qua11f1cat1ons and task respons1b111t1es must be g1ven. 7'-" _d
It shou1d be noted that qua11f1cat1ons of proposed staff W111 we1gh
substant1a]1y 1n the eva]uat1on of proposa]s.i Dther personnel

_ ,\\\\nvolved with the researcﬁ effort. ‘such.as pa1d consu1tants or T

consultants through 1n-k1nd arragements w1th 1nst1tut1ons, shoqu

\d:> a1so be 1dent1f1ed nd the extent of the1r 1nvo1vement 1nd1cateb

C _ © _/ Summaries of qua'l ifications. oy(sumes for these persons shou1d a];
¥ : 'l-. v

_f? ' _ " be subm1tted W1th the proposa1 If consultants have not been 1den

P

d . ..
- fied, a spec1f1c 1nd1cat1on of requ1red qua11f1cat1ons and task | -xx-'\f:

—~—
4

A | respons1b111t1es should be given. . . S0
S | ‘ R |
“ . 0 k . . ) ) o .

o B - ~A chart and/or descr1pt1ve account showing how the various act1v1t1es~3
”?-' B : w111 be coordinated shou1d be 1nc1uded so as to demonstraté an aware- .7

. Y
ness of organ1zat1ona1 influences on proJect 1mp1ementatlon and controh

b@‘ o ‘Thernumber of months or percentage of effort. to bez;:voted by each _
: 'i 1nd1v1dua1 named 1n the proposa1 shou1d be stated regard1ess of the /’ : :253
" source of support ~\Respondents should a1so 1nd1cate how the1r L = |
schedules correspond with the schedules of the schools or. schoo1,"' o
| .-dist<(c S e
\w "\' ' v . - L i/g a

- If not prov1ded e1sewhere. respondents must descr1be current or

ts 1nvo1ved, 1f app11cab1e.

i o 'r-,"lfprev1ous re]ated grants or contracts from wh1chiihe Pr1nc1pa1
tE o ' | A1¢3$st1gator-and/or institutions h?xe/drawn or are now draw1ng o
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'SUpport. In add1t1on, all other support be1ng rece1ved or

'app11ed for-to support the same or re1ated research 1nvo1v1ng

personne1 who W111 be conduct1ng the act1V1t1es of this’ research 7
-e&fort must be 11sted Ident1fy the program by t1t1e and 1nd1cate !
the agency or organ1zat1on wh1ch supported (or 1s support1ng) the

work, and the 'leve'l of f1nanc1a'| supportewen.

-

Other cons1derat1ons for th1s sectnon 1nc1ude.v -

* un1que arrangements which no other - or very few -
persons or organizations are 1ike1y t0 have which are
essential for effectively carrying out this research; .,

* equ1pment and unusua1 operat1ng procedures used to:
protect personne1 from hazards associated w1th this
“ project. If the spec1a1 needs of the proposed researchi
require equipment, not ava11ab1e, 1t may be rented or
leased for the time requlred No non-expendab1e
_equ1pment may be purchased under th1s subcontract

. _other factors you feel are 1mportant to support your
proposed research R .

&'.

3 Performance-and delivery schedu1es whfch7indicate~expected performance f

and de'|1very time-1 Ynes shou]d be 1nc1uded Schedu1es shou1d be

shown in terms. of calendar WEeks or months from the effect1ve

-,date of ‘the subcontract.. Schedu]es should be such that they can be - -

'used for 1nterna1 or externa1 mon1tor1ng of the proJect progress. f

De11very schedules “for reports will be as fo11ows. .,‘.“

. brief (2 pages)‘month1y progress reports, two. (2) cop1es of ;11»4
- _the report sha11 be. prov1ded to the Project Director. -
) V'Z_tri-monthTy reports beglnnlng three months after subcontract

- award; they should document the- research in progress and
'7H_1nd1cate the status of the work w1thin each area of the
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-research. F1ve (5) copies of ‘the report shall be prov1ded
~to the Project Director.

* ‘final reports (1 month after term1nat1on of research proJect);
The -subcontractor’ shall provide a cameraeready copy, plus -

ten (10) copies of a final, edjted.proofread,report following

-an approved format.. Guide1ines.wiT1 be:provided t¢ funded
! fresearchers,_ R _

¢ an abstract of 250 words shall be provwded with the f1na1
rbﬁort

~ Some additional\points to Consider when.cOmpieting,thisnsection;'
' 1nc1ude B | S o | o

. 1nd1cat1on of the fact that key proaect personnel Mill
.devote adequate t1me and energy on the project.

* if in a school, demonstration that the proJect is in
fact approved by appropr1ate off1c1a]s Ev1dence must

" ‘be prov1ded to demonstrate support offered by the
"admin1stratprs and eSpec1a11y middle-Tevel adm1n1strators

and others who have the power ‘to fac111tate or. impede ; the

project. S j

* the exper1enCefandAachieuement of the key perSonnef should

. 1nd1cate the1r capab11vf1es 1n relat1on to the nature of

~‘the research. effort proposed

o Agpendices These may be 1nc1uded as appropr1ate to support the -
1nformatxon provided 1n other e1ements of the proposa1 _Updated‘f
'»_v1tas of sen1or‘personne1 shou1d also be 1nc1uded

E;The -Cost Proposa1 This secfton of the proposal shou1d conta1n a 11st1ng of a11

g dlrect and 1nd1rect costs assocwated w1th the research proJect. The offeror, as.,.-’

.oa min1mdm must submlt cost proposals fu11y supported by cost and pr1c1ng data

"adequate to estab11sh the reasonaﬁ1eness of the proposed amount. Three {3) dopies

, must’be subm1tted w1th the Technfca1 ProposaI

;;_’.'15 . 109,




. data,

In addition:

~Cost Rate, an exp]anat10n and Just1f1cat1on for ‘the . -
v proposed rate shou]d be 1nc1uded '

A

the cost forfindividua]AeIements,.such as analytical
studies, reports, etc., should be'itemized;

the estimated cost of;each phase or_segment of'the
offered performance should be summarized;

: breakdown of direct Tabor cost shan begestimated by'_7
‘major functional areas including number of person

hours and app11cab1e actual or average hour]y rates,
overhead rate, and support1ng schedu]es.

breakdown of cost of materials. shall be segregated 1nt0‘ '

,purchases subcontracted 1tems, and other items;

-

trave],estimates‘shouId be supported’by:breakdown‘f
including type of transportation, destination, duration, -
purpose and cost: mileage rates for persona] automob11es -

.shou1d be ca]cu]ated at 18 5¢ per—m11e,'

A consu]tants shou]d be 11sted separate]y, comp]ete

breaﬂdown of days, rates, and other ant1c1pated
expenses shou]d be. 1nc1uded, P

1ndirect'cost rates (fringe benefﬁts,'overhead,

vgeneraI adm1n1strat1on) If your institution ‘does u

pot have. an approved Federa} Government IndJrect

/

.. The fo]]ow1ng is an 111ustrat1on or a budget format that can be used A

phase 1mp11es stages of ach1evement w1th1n the total proaect. For example, Phase I o

* may end (after the first three months of proJect imp]ementatxon) W1th the complet1on

'.of the preparat1on for field test1ng Phase II may c0nc1ude W1th the co119ct1on of

and Phase III may 1nc1ude data ana1y51s and preparat1on of the f1na1 report

| ~Regard1ess of whether the proaect is d1v1ded 1nto phases. a, conso11dated budget shou1d

':Wbe 1nc1uded wh1ch summar1zes tota1 costs by budget categor/ for the entire progect.‘ i,f
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-Phase 1~ September 1 - June 15
' Preparation for and Initial Field;Test1n§

" Direct Labor

Principal Investigators

&
AH,A .

‘Research Assistants

Direct Labor

RF 380
R 380
. W 380 .
Clerical Sueeort ,_122A '
SUBTOTAL - : 1930
Phase 11 .June 16 - August 3) o

Principal lnvestigators

Gc-.
m,

R

Research Assistants

RF
SUBTOTAL

-

. Total Labor :
Supplies {e.g., cassette tapes)
Travel 500 mfles at 18¢/mile

"€OST PROPOSAL
 SAMPLE BUDGET

°

Hours

00

300 .

150

- 750

2680

Reproduction - 600 pages at S¢/page
" TOTAL ' '

‘Other administrative-iSSues;

380 o
120 . 'i?_

Rate '

15.00
" 10.00

’j 7.00.
7.00 :
7. 00

'8, do

Researeh'lmpiementati;n and Analysis.of Data
15.00 .
10.00

9,00

Cost

5,700.00
1,200.00

2, sso.oo:
2,660,00
| 2,660.00

95000 .
15,830.00

4,500.00
-3,000.00

"+ 1,350.00

8,850.00

24,680.00
200.00
99.00

. 30.00

25,000.00

The proposal shal] conta1n a statement to the effect t&at 1t

s a firm, offer for a per1od of at least 60 days’ from ‘the' date
of rece1pt thereof’by InterAmer1ca Research Assoc1ates, Inc., o

- The proposal sha11 11st the names, t1t1es, and telephone numbers
_of persons author1zed to conduct negot1at1ons. '




Proposal Processing and Eva]uation L

E1ig1b1e research proJects w111 ﬁe se]ected by a review panel of experts
representat1ve of a broad var1ety of language and cu]tura] backgrounds, who are
: knowledgeabTe with regard to. 1anguage assessment 1ssues, the ethnography of commun-

1cat1on, .first and second language acqu151t1on, soc1o]1ngu1st1cs, psycho]1ngu1st1cs

- and psychometr1c research (Proposa]s wh1ch do- not address the 1ssues 11sted here' . -

¢

will not be cons1dered respi%51be to th1s sol1c1tat1on ‘unless suff1c1ent Just1f1-
cat1on for the1r cons1derat1on is g1ven, The final dec151on in such cases will be
made: on the basis of the recommendat1ons of the review pane] ) ’
InterAmer1ca p]ans to process proposa]s as qu1ck1y as poSS1b1e. ‘The t1me
requ1red for f1na1 act1on w111 usua]]y be 51x to n1ne weeks, exc]us1ve of de]ays :

-

occa51oned by mod1f1cat1ons or supp]ementary subm1ss1ons,

4

" Evaluation Criteria. ‘The award-ofisubcontracts-from InterAnerica'under.this'soliciQ
: tation is discretionary “In genera], proJects will be supported 1n order of mer1t

" to the extent pennltted by the- ava11ab1e funds.} The fo1low1ng cr1ter1a sha]] be |
_-used in proposa] eva]uat1on with each cr1ter1on wenghted as 1nd1cated '

Qua]lty of Research P1ans '

i S1gn1f1cance and approprlateness of proposed research, 1nc1ud1ng ,
‘ 1mportance of the topic. in terms -of ba51c knowledge of problems -
in language prof1c1ency ‘assessment, and 1nc1ud1ng the 11ke1y mag-
_n1tude of the contr1butlon ‘that’ will be‘made to understand1ng of

.1anguage prof1c1ency 1f the proJect is successfu] o 25 po1nts .

| Qua11ty of the pr0posed research study, 1nc1ud1ng the fo]]owing 7

concerns: . , _
Lo thoroughness -and soundness of the rat1ona1e in terms of '
the ana]ys1s of re]evant issues and preV1ous research, '

N .,_ '--'appropriateness of des1gn, methodology, and ana]yt1c A d{
.strateQIeS'_ ' | -




. - c]ar1ty of the logical re]at1onsh1p between the proJect '

purpose and the proposed methodology, '
- 11ke11hood of success. . o . 30 points
. Personnel ;_, | R : R

* Quality and relevance of tra1n1ng and prior research exper1ence,

. Ind1cat1on of competence to carry out research,
. Appropr1ateness of the’ mlx of d1scip11nary backgrounds of personne],

. Appropr1ate collaboration with educat1ona1 pract1t1oners, commun1ty
: members, or ather 1nd1v1dua1s work1ng or 11V1ng in research sites

c 15 po1nt5'
Management o | | | o
o * C]dr1ty and eff1c1ency of plans for proaect management, ' 251poinf§ .
> AGEQuaCy of support facilities. - ',' PR 5 ointsh"

‘ JTOTAL C 100 points

;Administration of'Research Support

ProJects selected for support may be funded through fixed-pr1ced subcontracts,

consu]tantsh1ps or other agreements made between InterAmer1ca Research AssocTates
_ and the propos1ng organ1zat1ons. Most proaects w111 be supported by means of sub-
contracts wh1ch w111 be adm1n1stered in accordance with the Genera1 Prov1sions of
"b the NIE contract (No. 400-79 0042) "Asse551ng the Language Prof1c1ency of B111ngua1
. Persons“ c | ; ) o
The adm1n1strat1on of the supported act1v1t1es is governed by ‘the prov1s1ons
“of the award. Pr1mary respons1b111ty for comp11ance with these provis1ons rests :

with the 1nst1tut1ons and/or. 1nd1V1dua1 seTected

?
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Cogultlve.nlxl.llbtl'en ‘and l'roﬂcl.t'ucy In a Firat am! Second Language

t

Ly W Fillmore =

bevelopmant of
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n lingual and

ol lnqual Students

G = Frad/G

Ferugia, ftaly .

BEST COPY Avminone

- K= teboraly Keller-(:qlnén -

-atatistical

gradeu., .
]J40 students,
60 Itl/pmer.

analysis

,

cagnitive, oral Brooklyw l'ubllc
langnaga, - read- s«.lnooln ) .
ing,” and - S
achicvement

levels of '

billngual anmd -

“monolinguals

P 'l'nnl platero - V = Gundalupe Valdes-Fallls

-

. 3::9:"0; L = . , latters of c : .
nftgu-u&n Tltie _Place 0[-.Studj tathod Subjects. Purpose - Sopport Budget ' ‘Z'{év‘wgr.’ '
Cordova-Ferrer, The Relationship Scllool District Tests,” 4 Classrooms . Doterwiue . School District $10,265.00
Jacqaellne Between Cognitive an, Hmlha\tau OCbservatlon, ' 6th grade relatlonship . §1, Mwihattan -

Indlvidual Abllity and - Data o S between - o
’ ) Langnage Profici- Analysls . cognitive - - - . -
» ‘epcy in a Flest ) ability and © . s
and Second- ° “language - o ’
language of proficiency -
. Billngual rersons - o " t
‘Garcla, Eugene nlllngual l'roflclency Tempe, Arlzona Tests, 50 subjects Assess the  “Home ~ Y. 7 7$22,9917.00 ,GoKeV
Arizona State Soclo-ecotiomlc Class : . Statlstical - 1st grada relatlonship ' T
University . and Cognitlve - Analysis " Span,/Eng. . betwoen o
L ' Functioning - - L. bilinguallsw .
! and cogpltive . . P .
. ; . .. Tuwctioning ' S '
! terbert, A study to Ascertain Los Angelés . Tests, Oral K-12 To determlne.  jom Angeles $31,120,00 " F.K,V -
. gharles’ and ‘Define Oral and -City Schools and written 200 - lanquage “tudfLed. School - o .
ClleCpoint Written language o samples, . ‘Bllingual acquisition and District ®
Systems Acquisltion- and Statlstlcal  students proficiancy
Proficleicy In’ Analysis SR through )
Spanish and Engllsh e computer ., :
J Speakiug Students’ for. analysis of B - 4.
Gradas K-12 oral and )
T -written work .
llnrnamlez-cllavez, Study of Graphlc Sense Calistoga, CA Interviews, - 140 preschool Stu’:ly_:the " calistoga Joint "329,‘-_208100 COFK
Eduardo - and Its Effects on the o i tests, data’ 4-6 years old idévelo'pmeiut of “Umiried Schiool . S
Individual Acgulsitlon of . analysis K-1st grade’ children's =~ pistrict =
tdteracy c ' © students co:woptuallza- - ' .
. S tion of o Ch
. writton - O
language . EEEE »
lombardo, Marla A g;mparlson of the ' Boston, Mass. Tests, -10-13. years - Relationship - - poston I'ubllc $43,395.00 = G,p,v
Poston nfv, Coguitive and Reading Brooklyn, N.Y. questlomalre, old, 6th between Schools ™7 .- ) :
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origln or . oo o . o Lettexn of - ) R E
Afflliatlon °__ Title Place of Study Hathod Subjects l-urpo-e," Suppoxt - _Budget fevievers |
B - L3 N [y . B . - . . . - ) |
. Ramirez 1I1, Patterns of Dual McAllen,® La Tests, 140 3rd Identd Iy and = None ' $22,000.00 B, P
. Hanuel * Language Joya,; Rio Grande interviews, -grade. " describe’ ' ‘ ' '
Systems and ) Mqullltlon in a City, and Roma, data students 1inguistic aml'
Evaluatfon in nillngual Cosmunity, ‘Texas analysis ' - cognitive . -
" Education. and tinguistic and : . characteristics -
Hental llealth Cognitive that relate to
: Characteristica child's ‘exper- o .
) “ R “lences in dual '
* lanquage .
acquisition
‘l;::‘ll;nqer, ::;:::::::::«:Ot Enal tahe .::Mlhlqto-l_l, D.C. _Observation, 6 c!l_lld_rgn Implication Nonp, 532.4?(.00 _G.R.‘V ) |
| ey ] ) f q n Juan, P.R. questiomalre 3 - D.C. of processes : - B
i ACCGESS aml~5pnnllln-l\l_-l\-5egmud ’ ' test, data * . 3 - p.R, of neécoiul ’ -
‘e languaqc Among Five- | analysis ' T lanquage o |
' _ Year Old Ismigrant and learning to . |
. Reverse Migrant uf -panlc language "o .
chlldren assesswent |
Sanchez, Cognitive Abilities and Chula Vista, Observation, §00 3rd . Compare Calexico - '$27,006.00  F,K;V .
" Rosaura Praficlency in a First San Ysidro, _ tests, - and 6th cognitive £l Rancho T o :
tniv. of and Second Language Calexico, -and quest ionnaire, gude - . development : -
callf. . - El Rancho statistical lispanic "~ of billngual
school analysis . students Spanish/,
Districts : : -English
students with
Mexican
students . -
Wigglins, Are Cagnitive Styles, Mld West, Obnervation, Statistically Determine how Hld Hest, 32,703.00 F, G,V
Thomas and Languagg Del City, | tosts, " chosen - cognitive Dai Clty : i :
tmiv. of cAttitudes a I-'nnctlon S Public. atatistical "from LEP's styfes and Schooly '
Ok lahoma - ‘of Language Profici- Schpols analysis k-12. = Janguage : k3 -
. “ency Attalument in : ' g . attitudes ,
Limited English affact
Proficlency Studenta’. proficiency
) * ll‘ llz a
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CArthor and : » o
*lace of - . , . L ‘< -
Orlgin or . _ o e T : : lattexs of : - .
Afflllation Titie ) Mace of Study Hethod Subjects " Purpose Suppoxt Dudget _Nlevievers ' )
Wolfe, David falationship of Levels l‘hlhdolplth Tests, © Sth-nth blscover Afcludlocese of ) 329,919.00 F,G,V R '
erit,. of Cognitive Abllities .Public amd questiomnaire, Nlispanic relationwship rhiladeliphia’ v : Co
. Temple o to Lavels of tingulstic Parochial "~ statistical . . amd ‘ . of llngulath : : : . - o R
Univ. . rroficiency - Schoolis ~analysis Mglo/American proficlensy “ - . :
) o o and coguitive . I
competency in . ) R .
bilingual and” - S o Lo e
o o mono linqual - L o I
. . . . chilldgen . : ' S L
Yezman, borls ' The Effects of Namtramck, Tests, 40 students  Nivestigate the. Noie $11,434.00  G.x* . .
. ndlvidual Conservation Leavel Michigan; observation, ° 8-11 years -effect of R ’ : o
’ : Achievement-Upon . Wayne €County statistical‘ . . couservation S ST
' Morpheme Production Schools analysis task perform- Ty . o '
: - 1n Engllish and : . ¢ ance on the . } oL A T
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. . . - . . . . . EE . E .o , . s .
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SEDL - - . gual Persons: Setting .- .« = . Statistical - ‘effective lang. . - T
T and Proficlency In a Fabens Indep, Sch.. Analysis - use and ways . -
First and Second* Dist. o ’ enviromment . » . S
Language _ . » . affects verbal T e
San Elfzario . behavlor ) S
Elem. Sch. ’ . .
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~ Bruce T, Sowe Sociolinguistic . Public Sch. and '  commmication  Pub, Sch, =~ .
U. Mlunesota Varfables, Conmunica-. Co Analysis ‘strategles used - )
. S tion Strategles, and A N An different '
~ Grammatical Profi- “sociolinguistic
cﬁency'Sc?res of - " settings
Studenits IneSpanish/ ;
English and Hwon - .
s - English Bilingua ,
v Jr. Wigh Sch. Setting ' - . o
Duran, . Cmumunlcat]ve * " Thousand Qaks Observation, - Yo sludy ' MBorkeley T $36,810
Richard . Routlnes ‘in . Questionnaire, Ird grds how O Unlfled - - -
£1S Bilingual PR o Data: Analysls : children's . 'Sch. Bfst.
- Children - S " - inferences . ..
- -Speech : affect se-
. : . lection. of - ,
: . speéch Torms - - . RRERT

. and. way forms . .
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] ) ‘ ! ) ) N 4. ) . L. - ] L . a . VA ‘ T
Krashen The Role of -+ Santa’ Ana, "Tests, : 80-2y¢.. . To Investlglte Santa I\na $32,699 l" WP .
Steplm'! . Conversational B, W “Observations  olds © range of con- Scll. Dlst.
U. Southern .- . Strategles in . a and"Statistical - . versational -
California - Child Second Malysis ~ 40-wono- strategies used
. Language Acq. S Ilngnal by Spanish & -
‘ , Eng. English students
. _‘ . R '“ l-| ‘"d ‘.2— : ;
_ 40-Span. R - o
S - : _ L orve T pa: - $21,]%, .
S o £l Paso. Tests. 6-4th. . To observe effect EV Paso .. - '$27,J2,
petie, Aty e s, st ot L
‘ - ‘ Data Analys o T ] c : ;
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.0 o
- - . . . . ) .. L ‘ . ., L - o . ‘ AR ] o ’ ‘
H:g::::;l ::‘m:;':::gh::)m , .Coume'll..MA S S|'::::z, g fi’_!go-l._vrsi- . {? Coq;a:c'e o None ~_.:,;‘“$4moz7., N A
Bilingual . of Dual Lauguage taGrulla, ¥ - l!rz:(s:boo'l‘ : 'si:(lelirsl:nson— - Co T
‘ Mini Schs. Praficlency Lo o Statistical day care mailnten.® ¢ .. :
: ‘I::g'a‘"t'l'::gg:;:' " Amalysis center “lang. shife~. '
. ‘ - : : Cprgvms. t
Shift” and a : gognitlveo,
"'language Miin- o devel. .
. tenance® Comm. @ - N
, . Setting . - - N
N‘ga)sr;" 2 Stugylo[ Rutgers . Questlonnaire My, - To survey md Nom} R ‘ §I2.825‘ ORGP :
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Russell, . A Proposal for chhit;f' oo Interviews,  Indochinese . Research ' Hane $25.412
Thomas Funding of = Parochial Sch. Test, Refugees "~ concerning - S
‘Language Soclolinguistic ST . Amalysis : . socio-
‘Assessment . Research in : Lawton, OK S Hnguistic
Center of Language Assessment . , - varjables . -
Kansas . . : "~ Lhat affect
' - lahguage
v . , “assessment ‘ : _ » .
Wald, Study of the State Street . “Interview ' 6-5th& - TYa develop an - LA Unified  $27,606 F.K.V
Benji Vernacular School L.A. .. Observation - 6th grds. - analytical . Sch. Dist. . . . -
. . National Langvage Behavior: - - Test, . semi- framework in S ‘ .
| Center for _ ~ - of So-called ~ _ - Statistical 1inguals “which to assess. - L
! Bilingual . < Semllingual Elem. Analysis - ' lang. prof. v
Research Sch. Students in a : : in peer ipter-
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